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OPENING SESSION: TQM AND HIGHER EDUCATION

INTRODUCTION

Susan Jurow, Convener
Director, ARL Office of Management Services

Barton Lessin
Wayne State University

THE GEOMETRY OF QUALITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Daniel T. Seymour
QSystems

MS. JUROW: A man has a near-death
experience and he finds himself at Heaven's
gate. St. Peter asks, “Would you like to
look around a little bit?” The man says,
“Sure.” So St. Peter opens the door and the
man looks inside and he sees what he
expects to see. There are little, white, fluffy
clouds, and people playing harps and it
looks okay, but he thinks to himself, “It
could get really boring to have to do this for
all eternity.”

He comes back out again, and St. Peter
says, “We also need to show you Hell, so
you know what your choices are.” So he
points him to a very fancy elevator and the
man gets on. He gets down to the bottom,
the doors open up and this guy is waiting
for nim. He doesn’t look like anything like
the devil, but more like a Don Johnson-
looking guy with wraparound glasses. And
this fellow says, “Welcome to Hell. Let me
show you around.” Then he opens the door
and it’s hot, but it’s hot because it's a
beacl.. There’s sunshine and people are
playing volleyball, surfing, and having a
good time. It’s hot, but he’s thinking to
himself, “You know, I'd rather spend my
time this way for the rest of eternity.”

So he comes back out and all of a
sudden, because it's only a near-death

experience, he’s back wherever he was when
he thought he was going to die.

Well, unfortunately, a few years later
the man actually does die, and he finds
himself once again at Heaven's gate. St.
Peter says, “Welcome back. Are you ready
to stay this time? Would you like to come
in?” And the man says, “After my last
experience, I think I would rather spend
eternity in Hell.” St. Peter smiles sadly and
points to the elevator.

The man gets on the elevator, and as
he’s going down, down, down like he did
the last time, he notices that it looks a little
different. It's not quite as plush as he
remembers. The doors open, but there’s
nobody waiting. The gaiz= is still there so he
opens it and looks inside. There it is, Hell,
like we've all imagined it with the fire and
brimstone. As he takes a step back, he
bumps into the devil who has traded in his
Don Johnson look for a more traditional
one. The man says, “I don't get it. This
isn’t what you showed me.” And the devil
says, “The last time you were a prospect.
This time you're a customer.”

When Brigid Welch, who coordinated
this conference, told me that joke, we knew
we had to do a TQM conference just so I
could tell it. That's the only reason we're
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actually having this.

Good afternoon, my name is Susan
Jurow and I am the Director of the
Association of Research Libraries’ Office
Management Services, and I want to
welcome you all to the First International
Conference on TQM in Academic Libraries.
I want to officially extend an especially
warm welcome to our colleagues from Italy,
Switzerland, Great Britain, the West Indies,
Canada and Australia, who are making this
truly an international conference.

The real reason that we're having this
conterence, obviously, is because it's our
sense that there is enough happening in
academic and research libraries around the
whole set of issues of TQM and continuous
improvement that it really warranted
bringing a group of people together so that
they would have an opportunity to talk
about what’s working, what'’s not working,
share their experiences, talk about how we
might do better — that whole consortium of
issues.

Implementing TOM in an academic
environment has been a challenge for those
of us who have been trying to do it. First of
all, we’'ve had to take what is a theoretical
set of ideas and concepts that was designed
for a for-profit production type of
environment and translate it into a not-for-
profit educational environment. It's been a
very different kind of experience. And yet,
bit by bit, we are beginning to see more and
more about TQM, or continuous
improvement, in the literature for higher
education. We're seeing more books. We're
seeing more articles. We're seeing more
resources. We're not having to fight the
battle quite the way we did before.

Part of it is that as decision-makers and
leaders within the higher education
community begin to come to grips with the
fundamental changes in higher education,
they're beginning to realize that the kinds of
solutions that we need are long-term

solutions, and that’s really what TQM,
continuous improvement, is all about: long-
term solutions.

The other thing about TQM is that we’re
really building on our strengths here.
Libraries have traditionally been service-
oriented and those of us in the academic
and research community are analytical, if
nothing else, and so it’s not a very far
distance to go to be customer-focused and
to be problem-solvers within our
organizations.

I would like to take a moment to
introduce Barton Lessin, who is the
Assistant Dean of Libraries at Wayne State
University. They have been our co-sponsors
and we very much appreciate the
groundwork that they laid for this
conference. ’

So let me give Barton the chance to say a
few words.

MR. LESSIN: Good afternoon. It's my
pleasure to welcome you to the First
International Conference on TQM in the
Libraries on behalf of Dean, Peter, and
Randy, and the entire staff at the Wayne
State University Libraries.

Although my comnments are very short
this afternoon, I would be remiss in not
mentioning the efforts of both Brigid Welch
and Susan Jurow in putting this conference
together and bringing it to fruition. We were
the instigators; they were the implementors,
and our sincere appreciation extends to
both of them.

During the next several days you are our
customers; not prospects mind you, but
customers. And we are very interested in
your comtnents, advice, criticism and
general thoughts on every aspect of this
conference.

I will begin by saying that there is a form
in your notebook. We encourage you to use
it to make your comments and submit it to
us at the end. There are members of the
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planning committee around and about, and
Susan and I are here, Brigid is here, so if you
find things that aren’t working right, or that
you would like us to do differently, or even
for us think about for some other time that
we might do this, please don’t hesitate to
tell us.

Our thanks to the plenary session
speakers and to those of you who will
participate in concurrent presentations.
Your willingness to share insights drawn
from your experiences is very much
appreciated.

Our thanks, also, to each one of you for
choosing this particular conference. We
realize there is much competition for your
time and your money and we're very
pleased that you are here today.

It’s our hope that we have developed a
quality product which will allow all of us to
enjoy three very productive days of learning
and exchange focused on Total Quality
Management. Thank you very much.

MS. JUROW: Thanks Bart. Ijust want to
give a brief overview of the conference and
highlight a couple of the special sessions
that we have.

We've divided the program with three
plenary sessions. We have three keynote
speakers and 24 concurrent sessions, so
you're going to have to make a lot of choices
over the next two days. We hope that will
provide you with lots of opportunities to
meet and talk with each other. Ithink that
in this particular instance there is as much
value to be gained from the kinds of
connections you make with each other as
there is in the things that you will hear from
the speakers and the plenary session of the
concurrent speakers in their sessions.

We have a special session planned for
this evening, for those of you who can stay
awake thatlong. After dinner we've
invited our keynote speakers, Mr.
Grundstrom and Mr. Seymour, to give us

some of their time in a very informal
questior-and-answer kind of a situation.
It’s alsv an opportunity for some of us to be
able to give each other insights into some of
the ways that we’re handling problem
situations and opportunities to talk about
things that are working particularly well in
our own environments.

We also are going to have a poster
session on Friday morning. You may want
to come down to the session a little bit
earlier so you can take a look at those.

And then we're doing something that we
did at another conference we co-sponsored,
that is, we're going to end the session by
asking Dr. Tom Shaughnessy, who is Dean
of Libraries at the University of Minnesota,
to finish the conference by summarizing and
synthesizing what he’s heard over the two
days. So we hope that you will be there for
that as well.

With that overview, I would like to
introduce our first keynote speaker, Dan
Seymour. He is the president of QSystems
and a visiting scholar at Claremont
Graduate School.

He’s probably best known to us within
this group as the author of On Q: Causing
Quality In Higher Education, which was
published in 1992 and was really the first
book, the first major publication, on TQM in
an academic environment. I really think
that the even-handed approach of that
book, laying out the pros and cons of total
quality management or continuous
improvement, is really what helped us to gt
past the initial screening of the skeptics out
there.

Since then, he's written many other
articles and spoken at many other
conferences on these topics. His most
recent article that I've seen was in the
January/February ‘94 Change magazine,
which talked about adapting the Baldridge
award to a higher education environment. If
you haven't seen that, it’s really worth
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reading.
So with that I will turn the podium over
to Dan Seymour.

MR. SEYMOUR: Thank you. I'm going to
try to work from down here and make this
more of a workshop than a speech. And
the reason for that is that I've always been
told that a great speech has three aspects to
it: a strong powerful beginning; a great
ending: and most importantly, is that those
two are very, very close together. Well,
we’ve got an hour so I'm out of luck already.

What I want to do is try to make this
more of a workshop session. So within the
confines of this we're going to be going back
and forth a little bit. If you would like to
say something about your institution or use
it as an example, or if you want to speak
off the record, please feel free to do that,
okay? Otherwise, it’s written in stone, and
we will send copies back to your institution.

The other thing I wanted to mention was
the special session from 8:00 to 10:00
tonight. Now I'd like to put in a little plug
for that because, oftentimes, at least in my
experience, you come to something like this
and you have people talking at you for a
long time, and sometimes you have
questions and answers for five minutes at
the end. If I were you, I would really try to
make it to the special session because I
think that it’s some of the best time. You
can sit around with a cup of coffee or a beer
and just thrash out some issues, and I think
that’s really a wonderful opportunity. I
applaud everyone who is involved — Brigid
and Susan, who put this together and for
coming up with that idea. So please, come
tonight if you can.

The other thing that I would say is that
I'm obviously not a librarian, although I feel
a very strong sense of kinship as I've spent
a large portion of my adult life in the stacks,
it would seem. So as we're going through
this, please forgive me if my examples are

not necessarily from libraries. Try to think
in terms of the connection all the way
through.

I want to make sure that those in the
back there can hear me. If you can’t hear
me, I have a lavaliere microphone here, so as
soon as you can’t hear me, please raise your
hand and I'll put it on or turn it up.

In your program we set up five
questions. So what I'm going to do hereis a
five part true-and-false test. If you didn’t
get a chance to look at those, please take a
look right now. If you get all of these
correct, Brigid told me there was a trip to
Hawaii involved. We're going to work our
way through these. They're very simple
questions in some regards. Unfortunately
the answers aren’t quite so easy.

First question: The customer is always
right. True? How many say true? Raise
your hand. Okay, we’ve got about five, ten,

whatever. You put your hand up real quick.
Why?

MR. LUBANS: I think if you look behind
the complaint or the request, you get beyond
the initial reaction, which may be a negative
one, or it may seem to be stupid but there’s
actually truth there. So I think the customer
is, in fact, always right.

MR. SEYMOUR: So he’s saying that if you
look behind the original complaint, there’s
usually some truth. In other words, maybe
we don’t give them as much credit as they
deserve and there’s an element of truth
there.

Anyone else? Brigid, why did you put
your hand up?

MS. WELCH: I'm from the old school of
librarianship where we’re reference
librarians and the customer is always right.
We believe in it. We try to find a way to
make them happy.
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MR. SEYMOUR: Anyone who didn’t put
their hand up chooses false, that's wrong?
Tell me why. Why is that wrong?

MR. MCLAIN: You can't always please
everyone.

MR. SEYMCUR: Because you can’t
always please everyone. Competing needs,
competing requirements. Anything else?

AUDIENCE: The customer doesn't always
know what we can provide.

MR. SEYMOUR: My background is in
marketing. We found through marketing
research that the customer is very good at
some things, they’re not as good at others,
specific.uly major innovations. They don't
necessarily think that far ahead. Major
innovations typically come from within the
organization.

This question, that the customer is
always right, is perhaps the greatest hurdle
to implementation, at least on the academic
side, in higl 'r education, according to my
research. Language. Language. The first,
this notion of customer — Boom! A lot of
professors, a lot of professional people
really have a difficult time with this.

This is how we operate. This is how all
work gets done. All work is processed in an
organization: the things you require to
perform your tasks, the tasks that you
perform to add value to inputs that you've
received, and your work that meets your
customers’ requirements. Some
organizations no longer use the word
“customer.” At Miiinesota they say “those
we serve.” It sounds like a police force.

But don't get liung up in the language
here. It really isn’t that important. A
customer is somecne who uses or benefits
from your output; they’re the next person in
line. That's all. Now, Crosby talks about
“conformance to requirements.” Gerand

talks about “fitness for use” in terms of a
definition, in terms of customers and
quality. If you looked at that conformance
to requirements, whose requirements? The
customers’. Downstream, fitness for use.
Whose use? The customers’. The person
who is benefiting by using the product, your
service.

What does an organization really look
like, in terms of how does it work? It looks
like this: it’s just a series of linkages all the
way through the organization. The work
does not get done by the organizational
chart. We all hopefully realize that. It’s not
the boxes — all they choose is the reporting
requirements. The work gets done
horizontally through a whole series of
supplier/customer linkages, processes. The
work is horizontal.

High-performing organizations are right
here. What do they do better than anybody
else? They add value. They add value
better than their competitors. How do they
do that? They do it two ways. One is that
they’re a lot better at looking upstream.
They’re much better at articulating their
requirements; that is, when we get in this
discussion about customers with people on
your campuses, they’re typically thinking of
themselves as a supplier. Ask them to think
of themselves as the customer, and all of a
sudden they begin to behave differently.

Ask them the question, “What would
happen or how would you operate
differently if your ‘in’ basket was perfect?”
That is, the things you require to perform
your tasks. Think of this yourself: How
would your job be different if everything
that came into your office, everything that
you needed, was just right? It's sort of a
funny question, because I have asked this at
various times and perhaps hear somebody
in the back of the room say, “Well, I
wouldn’t have a job,” because most of their
time and energy is devoted to rework. And,
in fact, in many organizations they have
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entire boxes whose job it is to clean up all
their people’s messes.

Look at what you can do in terms of
adding value, if, in fact, you do a good job
of being a good customer, yourself, by
articulating your requi. >ments upstream. In
higher education, we are terrible at this
because of our academic freedom, our
history. I don’t know what it is, but we just

don’t talk to each other. They have the right

upstream to dc something stupid and we.
consequently, end up spending the time and
energy to either throw it away or do it over
again or spend a graat deal of time: scrap,
rework, complexity, breakdown, delay. It’s
all waste. Look at all the time and encrgy
you can put into adding value.

The other way is to Jook downstream.
And, of course, if you look downstream,
then you are really playing the role of the
supplier and asking another difficult
question to the next person in line, which is,
“What are your requirements?” or more
importantly, “Who are my customers and
what are their requirements?” I've been at
this for a while and when I got away from it
and I kept thinking of this customer
orientation. At some point it was sort of
silly, and yet the more I come back to it, the
more I think it's the driving force behind this
whole thing.

If you really think hard, most people in
most organizations can’t even tell you who
their customers are; they are not very good
at articulating, and they certcinly don't
know what their input requirements to their
customers are. That’s where you start.

I'li give you a quick little example of
why this is not just some cutesy epigram. I
was at an institution not too long ago. This
was an institution at which the Director of a
physical plant, on his own, pit a little
questionnaire on all professors” desks that
asked “What do you need from the physical
plant?” In other words, from the janitors.
He got three responses back. This is not

rocket science. Number 3, empty my waste
basket. Number 2, change the light bulbs.
Now, this is from a professor. What was
Number 1?7 Number 1 was —

AUDIENCE: Chalk.

MR. SEYMOUR: Chalk. Chalk before
toilet paper, which shows you the
dedication of our profession in the
classroom. Chalk. This professor found
out there was a huge inventory of chalk,
because what happened was that the
professors realized that oftentimes when
they went into the classroom one minute
beforehand and looked around there would
be any chalk. So they would run down the
hall or into the next room and then back up
to their office all to get a piece of chalk.

Many professors had a stash of chalk in
their office. So the Director got with an
engineering professor and they made a chalk
dispenser which he showed to me. It looks
just like a straw dispenser. Before, the
janitors would put boxes in different places.
Now they have one simple requirement,
make sure that the thing is filled at all times.
That's all they have to do. This is fool-
proofing the system. What happened to the
chalk inventory, the stashes? It went down.

It sounds so simple, but it isn’t. Because
if you multiply it across the institution, you
begin to see the kind of waste involved.
Now you begin to see, also, how important
the janitor is. Because if he or she isn’t
doing his job, what happens to the teaching
and learning process? It stops.

We've got a couple of problems in higher
education when it comes to customers. First
is nomenclature, language. There is a book
called Incredibly American, which if you get a
chance to read it, is a wonderful
description. It's by AT&T and it's a
wonderful description of the cultural
difference in quality. And what happens in
this country is that the idea that the
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customer is always right is a cultural
imprint and it is the first thing that most
professionals think of when they are
questioned. The first thing they think is,
“"Wait a second, I spent ten years in college.
You're going to tell me that some punk in the
back row who is reading a newspaper, who
could care ivss, is going to tell me how to
design my courses? The customer can’t be
right.” That’s the cultural imprint. That's
where they start from, and you can’t blame
them because that’s the primary role we
play as customers.

Secondly, we have a problem in higher
education in terms of the internal and
external customers. Most of our internal
customers, specifically students, behave
more like employees than they do like
customers. Don’t they? They're very well
behaved. They don’t want to lose their job.
If you ask most students, regrettably, about
great professors, they will have a handful of
professors that they say were really good
and a large portion of them are eminently
forgettable. Yet the students walk right
through the institutions, taking their courses.
All they want to do is graduate. That's all.

We don't pay particular attention to
our externals either, do we, in terms of end
use? We really don’t know who uses our
product or our services.

AT&T did a recent study where they
took the graduating college students that
they had hired and they put them all ona
database and ran the institutions that they
came from, their GPAs, extracurricular
activities, and then they put in on-the-job
performance measures and how fast they
were progressing through the institution.
Then they went back and ran those by the
institutions that they came from. Iwason a
panel wiih a person who was the national
recrui‘er.

Most people don’t know it, but AT&T
stopped going to half the institutions. They
just didn’t show up any longer. Why?

Because those institutions were poor
suppliers. And most of those institutions
dor : aven know that, nor what they're
doing " ~ong.

The final part that’s difficult for us is
the trade-offs. It was mentioned earlier.
We have more customers than Motorola or
we've got credit agencies, we've got
students, we've got parents, we've got
legislators, we’ve got industry, so we have
all of these different kinds of trade-offs that
we have to make. And it’s more difficult
for us than anyone else.

However, still, the answer to the
question: false. The customer is not always
right, but that does not mean that this is an
excuse, which is the way we use it, to not
engage in the conversation. This is not a
reason to stay within our box, which is how
we use it. It's scary. We’'ve got to get out of
the box. The whole orientation in terms of
customer is important because it allows the
institution to generate alignment.

There is a cartoon. The first time I drew
something like this I thought of the cartoon.
It has three rats, each rat is in front of his or
her own separate maze. This is the first cell
of the cartoon. The second cell of the
cartoon has the three rats huddling together
speaking rat speak or whatever they do.
Conversing. That’s a unique aspect right
there, talking back and forth. The third cell
has the three rats standing on each other’s
shoulders — if rats have shoulders — and
the top rat indicating where to go. It takes
three people or three rats to improve a
process to get to the end, the aim. That's
what we're missing.

In all situations we need the supplier,
we need ourselves, and we need the
customer downstream. If we can begin to
bring those people together, then we can
start talking about alignment and synergy
and moving an institution forward. So
don't get hung up on the idea that the
customer is always right. It's not true, but
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it's not a big deal, either. The customer is
very important but our role as customer and
supplier is really neat. Breaking down the
barriers, as Deming would say.

Second, more than 90 percent of all
problems in an institution are within the
administration’s power to correct. Ninety
percent. How many think that’s true? How
many false?

We've got sort of an even split here.
Who wants to defend the true side? Why is
that true?

MS. ELBAZY: I believe it’s true because
quality is not everybody’s job as all of those
slogans have been saying. I think quality
comes from the administration. I think the
top administration does nothing to support
the process and the quality improvement
process will not work.

MR. SEYMOUR: She’s saying that it's
management’s job to entcrce the quality
process, and that the individuals can’t do it
bv themselves. Who thinks this is false?
Yes?

AUDIENCE: In educaticnal institutions the
individuals are hired because of their
expertise.

MR. SEYMOUR: Yes.

AUDIENCE: In their particular areas.

MR. SEYMOUR: Yes, in their box.
AUDIENCE: In their box.

MR. SEYMOUR: They're great in the box.
Go.

AUDIENCE: Idon't see that
administration even understands the

problems let alone can enforce them.

MR. SEYMOUR: Can I take you on the

road with me? Very good.

Well, this one is absolutely, totally, no
doubt about it, true. True, true, true, true.
Let me tell you why. It's getting back to the
very basic systems theory, very basic
understanding of variation and statistics.
All failures stem from two sources. That's
all. They are either systemic or
extrasystemic. That’s all. They're either in
the system —

MR. CROWE: Qr both.

MR. SEYMOUR: Have any of you have
tried to plow through Deming’s Out of the
Crisis? He’s a very difficult writer, as he
was 2 speaker. He has a chapter on
variation, which is absolutely excellent,
which is exactly on this topic. If you don't
like that, try Shelley Gitlow’s book, which
does a little easier job. I think it's Chapter
S5, which is on the same topic but in a little
more friendly language.

Let me give you an example: if a car
goes into a ditch then only two things
caused it. Either extrasystemic; that is, you
have a lousy driver or they’re drunk. That
is assignable to the individual. Or it’s part
of the system. The brakes failed or the
steering went bad.

Now notice what happens. Number 1:
If it is part of the system, it doesn’t matter
who the person is — if you put Mario
Andretti in that car it’s still going to go into
the ditch, right? In other words, if it's
systemic, no matter who you put into the
system, they are going to be affected by a
systemic problem.

Number 2: The responses that you have
to those problems are going to be very
specific to whether they were extrasystemic
or systemic. If Mario Andretti drives the
car into the ditch, it does little good to send
him to driving school or to Alcoholics
Anonymous.

So it’s very important for us to be able
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to identify problems in our organization and
be able to assign to them the information
that’s in that variation of whether it’s part
of the system or extrasystemic.

Now, the organizational researchers
would suggest that 75 or 85 percent of the
problems and the opportunities for
improvement in an organization are
systemic. And Deming goes a little further,
because he was a little further out, and he
said it's 94 percent. I have no idea where he
came up with the 94. Ninety-four percent. I
believe this is true, and I think 1 can get to it
this way.

Lét me ask you the question: when you
think back to when you first started your
job at your institution, the first day, how
many of you said to yourself, “Gee, what I
would really like to do is a mediocre job?”
Everybody was trying to do their best,
right? And do you think that this group
right here is any different than any other
group at your institution? Do you think
that the librarians all want to do a great job
but the physics professors could care less?
No, I think everyone at the institution, when
you ask the question, right at the beginning,
wants to do a great job. They're excited
about it.

So how come there’s so many things
wrong? Well, here’s the reason; most
problems are systemic, but we deal with
most problems as if they were extrasystemic
and assignable to the individual.

In higher education we do more peer
review than any place else. Peer review is
based upon extrasystemic. It says the first
thing I have to do is find the quality
indicator. If you're a teacher, we’ll take
student evaluations. Eighty-six percent of
all institutions use student evaluations as
the primary means by which they assess
teachers. You can use grades in the
classroom and you can use the tenure
system.

First we try to identify a quality

indicator — for example, student
evaluations. Number 2, we rank order
everybody. Number 3, we assign a
threshold. And number 4, we shoot those
who fall below the threshold.

What happens in this example if we

have poor teachers? For those of you who

are teaching, don't they get the Z scores and
send it back and show you where you are
on this distribution and if you're bad
enough, what happens? Well, what do we
do with bad teachers?

AUDIENCE: Promote them.

MR. SEYMOUR: We promote them. We
promote them because they do great
research. If they have tenure — actually, we
make them teach freshman. In many ways
we ignore them because the students aren't
customers anyway, right? They act like
employees, right? So we can ignore them
because they‘re professionals and they
should, in fact, get better themselves, right?
But in most institutions if you ask whether
you've got quality faculty, they will tell you
that they have standards, they have tough
standards. What are their standards? It's
based upon a quality control model; that is,
sort and shoot. It's a sort-and-shoot
methodology, which is based upon

lidentifying who are the bad apples.

If I want to increase the quality of my
teaching faculty, as an example, how do I
do it? This is how we say we're going to do
it: We rank order everybody. We invoke a
threshold. We put all of our time and
energy into that. Look at tenure. [ hate t»
pick on tenure but I think it’s archaic. We
spend all of this time and energy for seven
years and in that last year we send copies
out here and copies there and bring people
in, all of our time and energy is devoted
towards a threshold. So what's the game
become? To get to the triangle, isn't it? All
of the time and energy of the people in the
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institution is to get over the threshold. But
if I can operate at the little square, why is it
acceptable for me to operate at the triangle?

You see, it’s a system issue, but we're
dealing with it extrasystemically. What
happens if I chop off five percent of the tail,
for the statisticians in the group? WhenI go
through all of this time and energy and
devote all of this to the tail what happens
to the average of the distribution? How
much does it move? Five percent. If you
want a recipe for mediocre mediocrity, this
isit: peer review.

If I want to improve the quality of
teaching and learning in my faculty over the
next ten years and I want to improve it by
50 percent, what do I have to do? I have to
get rid of 50 percent of the people according
to this.

This is what quality — CQI and TQM
— is all about. It's saying what we really
have to do is deal with those systems issues
as system issues in the aggregate.

I'll come back to the teaching one. Peter
Seldon had a recent study that said 86
percent of institutions use student
evaluations. How many institutions have

teaching excellence centers? Does anybody
know?

MR. CROWE: Fifty percent?

MR. SEYMOUR: Thirty-three. What is all
of our time and energy devoted to?
Identifying the statistical outlines, looking at
the tails of the distribution. That’s not how
you make any real gains in our organization.
This is how you do it: by narrowing the
range and shifting it over to the lefi. And
how do we do that? You use things like
best practices. You don’t just give merit
pay to the person at the top. Part of the
responsibility was to identify what makes
them so good, or the processes by which
they generated those outcomes, and become
a learning organization to help everyore< get

better. That’s our responsibility and that’s
management’s responsibility. No one else
can do it.

And look at what even happens here.
The person who was the best before is now
all of a sudden average, because that’s
really what continuous improvement is all
about. We're not going to improve this
institution by having tenure, or claiming
we’ve got tough standards, or merit pay for
those who perform great. Merit pay is
ridiculous. Those people who perform great
are going to perform great regardless
because they have pride in their work.

What we really have to do is get those
people who work great and figure out, as a
learning organization, why they're so good
and call upon them to help us pull
everybody up, and the only ones that can
do that is management. Management is in
charge of the system. Only management can
make those kinds of gains. The individuals
can't.

We've got our three people here in our
process and we have a customer.

Number 3: If it ain’t broke, you haven't
looked hard enough. How many agree?
Okay. How many disagree? Okay.

Tell me why you disagree.

AUDIENCE: Because I think some things
are working all right, but that’s not to say
that they couldn’t be improved or get
broken.

MR. SEYMOUR: Because some things are
working all right and, in fact, there is a
whole notion in systems theory that if
something is working well, tinkering with it
can have different kinds of long-term
implications.

How many think this is true?

MS. BAYARD: A process can be improved
somewhat somewhere so I think it's true
that if it looks like it’s broken, you need to
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investigate, see how well your process is
working, and you can find ways to improve
it.

MR. SEYMOUR: I'm going to come down
on the true side on this, because in most
situations we simply don’t know. Even if
you say most or some of our processes are
working well, we don’t know. We don't
have performance indicators in place to tell
us. But we do know something else from a
theoretical standpoint, and that is that
institutions of higher education are largely
closed systems. Consequently th=y suffer
from the second law of thermodynamics,
they decompensate, entropy.

One of the examples I can think of is a
rental car agency — think what would
happen if you had a brand new rental car
and you kept sending it back out after
people brought it in but you didn’t clean it
or look at the oil and water and belts. You
didn’t look at anything. You just kept
putting it back out there. What would
happen over a period of time? It's junk. It
gets reduced to junk because it’s a closed
system.

Two things: You don’t have a process
owner. You didn’t have someone that was
in charge of that process. And you didn't
have performance indicators to tell you that
it was breaking down — well, you actually
did but you didn’t look at them. Given
that, a lack of process ownership and a lack
of performance indicators, all systems will
decay; they will go downhill.

Most of our processes in higher
education, which are cross-functional, don’t
have process owners, and they certainly
don’t have any dipsticks. Well, they
probably have dipsticks but they don’t have
any systems. So what happens? This is
what happens: Think in terms of your own
organization and think in terms of these.
These are the outcomes of poor processes
that have degraded or decompensated. The

customer complains that things have to be
redone, problems are never solved,
deadlines are missed, and the workload
becomes excessive. I can give you dozens
and dozens of examples of institutions that
I've been at that will talk to you about the
fact that it takes three months to get travel
reimbursement. It takes 12 signatures at a
school in Kansas to get an adjunct professor
hired. You think it started out with 12
signatures? I'll bet not.

If you take down two quotes, would you
take down these for me, please, right in this
section. “All processes are perfectly
designed or degrade to produce the results
that they get.”

Now it’s orie of those things that you
ask “What did he say?” All processes are
perfectly designed or degrade — or put
perfectly degrade if you want — to produce
the results that they get. In effect, all those
lists of processed problems didn't just
happen. You had a process in place that
was just right for producing those outcomes.

The second quote right here, and the enc,
result of what I just said, is that we spend
more and more time on things of less and
less itnportance to the customer.

We put a process in place, whether it’s
prerequisites or advising or whatever, and
then we walk away from it. We don’t have
process owners. We don’t have
performance indicators. We don’t have
dipsticks. We don't have feedback groups.
We are not a learning organization. They
decompensate. Until what happens? This
has happened to you and you know it. This
is the extrasystemic. This is something that
goes wrong and somebody must be blamed.
So you find somebody to blame and all of a
sudden everybody starts working really
hard for a while, right? I've got a dozen of
these examples. Then the process settles
down and starts to degrade because you
never dealt with it as a system problem.
You always dealt with it as an
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extrasystemic, somebody is at fault.

E-1 and E-2 have to do with
expectations. In service organizations,
which we are in, service quality is defined
as the gap between expectations and
reality. So put yourself into a college or
university, go back to your job, think in
terms of process, which in my definition is
going to be decaying unless you have
process ownership and indicators. And orne
of two things is going to happen. People’s
expectations are high, let’s say students’ or
your workers’, and this gap between
expectations and reality increases over time.
So what happens? Either the students
transfer or the people in your organization
leave. All of the research that I've seen in
terms of human resources suggests that
when people leave, there’s a greater
percentage of good people leaving than bad
people leaving. People who leave
voluntarily are by and large the people who
are fed up, and they have options and can
go elsewhere. The good people leave and
the others stay forever.

Or number 2, what happens? What's
the E-2 line?

MR. CROWE: Expectations.

MR. SEYMOUR: You know what
happens? People give up. This is the five
o’clock person. You don't care, because you
don’t have control over it anyway and it's
getting worse and you can't affect it and so
who cares.

I hate to put this up because it takes a
little bit longer to go through — well, let me
do this really quick. This is Continuous
Quality Improvement. This is what we
think it looks like in most organizations.
This scallop-shaped curve is the tools and
techniques and principles of quality
management fighting against gravity,
decompensation.

That little dip in the beginning is just

that it takes a long time to get smart, get up
to speed. You're not going to see a lot of
results early. When you all get smart, when
you get the three rats together and you've
got some tools and techniques, you can do a
lot, up to a point. Then there’s only so
much that you can do to improve a process,
and the time and energy that you put into it
to improve it is not worth the effort
typically and what happens is that gravity
takes over, as you're tinkering with it.

What's the second line straight up? I'm
so sick of this word even though it's

important for me and it's something that I
think very —

MR. MERIKANGAS: Paradigm shift?

MR. SEYMOUR: That's another word I
hate. It's in all the papers. We're doing this
to everything. People wear this label out.

AUDIENCE: Reengineering.

MR. SEYMOUR: Reengineering. We're
reengineering everything. I see it at all the
conferences. Reengineering tooth decay.
But what it is — and it’s a whole other
topic — is sort of starting all over again. It
is, in effect, the simplest way. Maybe
you've heard this before so I hesitate to use
it, this is the first part of that curve, this
Continuous Quality Improvement is
improving the candle. The second part is
inventing the light bulb.

But notice also what happens with
expectations. We found that as you
improve, expectations improve. They drive
each other. People demand more. They
want more. You can do better. It forces you
to do better.

All processes are designed or degraded
to produce the results that they get.

Customer input/output, process,
management in charge of the system,
process decays. It's true. If it ain’t broke,
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it’s only because we invented it yesterday.
That's not to say that we have to spend a
great deal of time and energy initially, but
we do have to make sure that there is a
process owner and that there are
performance indicators. We have to make
sure that there’s a dipstick. Anyway, this
curve goes down real quick.

Next question: doing the right thing —
this is a tough one. Doing the right thing is
more important than doing things right.
Think about it for a second.

How many think this is false? So most
of you think this is true. Why do you think
it’s false, sir?

AUDIENCE: Because “doing the right thing
is more important than doing things right” is
no more true than doing things the other
way around.

MR. SEYMOUR: Than the reverse, right.

AUDIENCE: So the right way to state this
is “do the right things right.”

MR. SEYMOUR: Ilike that. That's better
than what I've got. Okay. I think it’s true.
I'm going to go with the majority because I'm
easily led. '

I'm going to go with it for this reason.
Because there’s a topic here that becomes
very, very important and if you can grasp
this, sort of like the variation one, I think
you can get a lot of mileage out of this.

We've already established that no one in
here does mediocre work. And I think if
you go around the university, you won't
find too many people hanging out, right?
Most people are working pretty hard. So,
again, how do you explain AT&T? How do
you explain that AT&T is not recruiting at
half the institutions if everybody is working
so hard, if everybody wants to do a good
job?

By the way, there have been plenty of

studies, not just AT&T. For those of you
who are interested, AACSP did a study not
too long ago with Corbin McKinnon that
showed almost an inverse relationship
between what vice presidents of human
resources and presidents and CEOs of
organizations wanted from people coming
out of college and what professors and
deans thought was important. And it went
in different order from good communication
skills, team work skills, whatever, that
industry wanted. They can teach all the
tools and techniques. Our professors
wanted to teach tools and techniques; that’s
most important.

Interestingly enough Huseen did a recent
study on the liberal arts and found out the
same kind of thing. CEOs and others, the
vice president of luman resources, wanted
exactly the opposite; that is, the problem
that they had with liberal arts people was
that they couldn’t do anything when they
came out. They had no practical skills.
They were great thinkers but they couldn’t
do anything. They couldn’t hit the ground
running. In fact, an AT&T study shows that
business people get the job but over a
period of time it’s the liberal arts people
that run the organization.

But, in fact, your same study shows that
what industry wants is for liberal arts
people to be more like business people but
business people to be more like liberal arts
people. We make these false differences.
They don't care.

So how does all this happen? How is
this possible if we're doing things right? Let
me give you an example. I was recently at
Penn State. They have a team of physics
professors and engineering professors
working together. What's the aim of
engineering education?

AUDIENCE: To educate engineers.

MR. SEYMOUR: To educate engineers?

4
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That’s a little creative.

MS. ELBAZY: To produce quality services
and goods for the society.

MR. SEYMOUR: Well, I mean, if you ask
me I would have to state it in terms of
effectiveness and efficiency. I would say
“to produce the best possible engineers;”
that is, to make sure they have the required
skills, in terms of our customers, students
and industry, so they have the best mix of
portfolio skills, and they receive it at the
least possible cost. That's effectiveness and
efficiency. The best utilization of our
resources, of our scarce resources, is to be
able to do that.

Here is an example of fluid dynamics.
We'll go the engineering route. The problem
that they identified when they got together
was that the engineering professors found
that they were spending a huge amount of
time teaching basic physics. Physics was a
prerequisite. A huge amount of time.
Rework. Also, scrap. Look at what
happens? A whole bunch of engineering

-students all of sudden get that far and

realize that maybe they’re not doing the
work, they can’t do the work and that now
they’re farther and farther behind and they
transfer to —

AUDIENCE: Business.

MR. SEYMOUR: Business, thank you.

So, who is the supplier? The supplier is
physics. Who is the customer? The
engineering professor is the customer. Who
is engineering’s best friend? The student,
who is the co-producer of learning and
industry.

Let’s take freshman English. What
happens if I do things right and
dramatically improve freshman English?
What happens if I do things right and
improve dramatically biomecharical

engineering? Doing things right at point A,
freshman English or at point B,
biomechanical engineering, has no effect on
throughput.

The capacity of a process is equal to the
capacity of a bottleneck. I have to be able
to do the right thing first. In that process, if
I can’t identify the bottleneck of lab — of
physics €ducation, it doesn’t make any
difference how well I do at other points
because efficiency and effectiveness at other
places is a mirage; it does not help. This is
all in constraint theory stuff, but when we
think of it in terms of our educational
system, it really does apply.

The second part is the bottlenecks
usually occur where? At the handoffs. I
want you to remember that word,
“handoffs.” The bottlenecks occur at the
handoffs. I can expand the capacity for
teaching and learning in engineering if I clean
up the physics engineering handoff, and
that’s exactly what they’re doing. It's
unheard of. I've got physics people in
engineering and people sitting in a room
talking to each other saying “what do you
need.” For what? In order to add value. In
order to become a high-performing
organization.

Doing the right thing is more important.
Which is exactly what they’re doing. Now
they’re in a position where they can do
things right, but it wasn’t until they did the
right thing — focus on the bottlenecks first.
So I'm going to say true on this.

Four: the handoffs. You can make more
gains in your organization by looking at the
handoffs than anyplace else because people
within the box are doing things right. It's
between the boxes where they're not doing
the right things. I know this is difficult.
Typically doing things right is within the
box, but not doing the right things is
between boxes.

We all want to do a good job. It’s the
handoffs. It’s the white spaces in the
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organizational chart where work gets done
and where all of the waste occurs.

Okay, last one. Oh, Idon’t want to do
this one. Can we just leave?

"If you cut my budget, you sacrifice
quality.” If you cut my budget, you don’t
necessarily — this is false. This has to be
false. I know we want it to be true. I want
this to be true for you, but it’s not.

Unfortunately we have a resource mind-
set in higher education that we cannot
share. This is how we view the world:
Resources are a function of perceived
quality. Perceived quality affects public
trust. We can get higher money from the
legislature. We can get higher tuitions.
Consequently we have more resources,
which means th it we have perceived
quality.

Harvard is necessarily a great
institution. Delaware County Community
College is not. That says everything about
resources and nothing about value-added.
In fact, in that article that you mentioned
about the Baldridge, one of the problems I
said about the Baldridge was that when
they give out the first award and it goes to a
fellow or a county community college, we
may have a problem in terms of higher
education. Because Delaware County
Community College, as far as I can see, is
one of the better institutions in this country
in terms of adding value. They do
wonderful and exciting things. That’s not to
say that Harvard doesn’t. It's a lot easier
to get a perfect input. Remember, if you're
input basket is absolutely clean, you can do
a lot of great things.

The mind set is "the more resources, the
better the quality.” We all suffer from it.
You've all seen the U.S. News and World
Report best colleges. Anybody that makes it
on the list, uses it. Anybody who doesn’t
make it on the list says it’s flawed
methodology. Notice that I can argue
everything on there is a resource. Everything

is a resource.

So it makes sense that we think in terms
of budgets. If you give me more money, I
can give you quality.

Let me read this from Los Angeles Times:
Just a couple of days ago in a March 1994
letter to the Times section, there were three
responses to an editorial titled “But Should
UCLA Cost As Much As Stanford?” which
detailed the growing concept between
access and rising fees in the UC California
State system.

There were three letters from a
professor, a student, and a citizen. Yeah,
exactly. You know what’s coming. The
professor wrote, and I quote, “The citizens
of this state have a choice to make: Pay for
access through higher taxation, deny it
through higher fees, or dismantle the
universities through lack of funding.” “You
owe me,” that’s my addition. The student
wrote, “And what do we get for this price?
With the exception of labs, every single
class I've had in the last two years has been
in an auditorium with 200-400 other
students.” And the citizen wrote that a top
administrator at UC-Irvine says that they
can't get highly paid professors there to
retire. With the summer off and only 2.68
classes to teach, they are already retired
and with a great salary. The citizen wants
more teaching, the student wants more
teaching and the professor wants more
money. This, by definition, is not going to
work.

What happens in that cycle is a value
gap will necessarily occur, and it has
occurred. We see it every single day in the
newspapers. Unfortunately these are the
ways that we have responded. Again, I can
give you a box full of examples of each one
of these: increased revenues; billion dollar
campaigns. In The Chronicle of Higher
Education we have a whole section now on
campaigns; raise tuitions; debit cards.
Have you see this one? Debit cards on
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campus.

The one that I saw recently on libraries
where they’re charging for interlibrary loans.
Any way to make a buck here, right? The
best thing we can do here in times of budget
problems, because quality is a function of
resources, is to increase the resources. Or,
number 2, we decrease costs. What do we
do? We cut the library hours. Or we do
things like early retirement plans, or as I call
it, how to turn a large ineffective, inefficient
institution into a smaller ineffective,
inefficient institution. Or we scream louder.
We're lii'2 the professor here. We make
threats and we say you can’t do this to us,
regardless.

Notice what happens: None of this has
anything to do with how the institution
operates. Yesterday I was in a similar
session up in New York, and I won't tell you
the organization, but there was a session
before ours on how to get the legislature to
give us more money. There were 300 people
in that. Our session came next, 200 people
left. It’s a lot easier to just get more m~ney.

Number 5 is all of this works within a
frammework which has to be driven by
performance first. If we do as good a job as
the jails do in articulating what we will do
with our money, we'll get the money instead
of them. They say, “Gi\ ¢ me $60,000 and
I'll build a jail cell and I'll take a criminal off
the street.” That, apparently at this point
in time, is a much more effective argument
than what we’re doing.

Studies show that 30 to 40 percent of
the work in an organization is waste, and |
have no reason to believe that higher
education is any different: scrap, rework,
complexity, breakdown, delay. There was
an Educational Record article that I wrote last
summer and by mistake they took the last
couple of paragraphs off, so that didn’t
appear in print and I'll be damned if it’s
going to go unstated so I'm going to read it.
Again, this is resources. Resources.

According to Aesop, a rich man was on
a voyage across the sea when a terrible
storm blew up. The ship capsized and
everyone was thrown into the sea. All the
passengers began to swim for their lives
except for the rich man. He raised his arms
to Heaven and called to the Goddess
Athena, offering her all kinds of riches if she
would save him. The other passengers soon
reached pieces of wreckage and, clinging to
them, shouted back to the praying man,
“Don't leave it all to the goddess, you must
swim too.”

By relying on a resource model, higher
education has adopted a passive approach
to its own salvation. In the fall of last year
Trenton State asked its students to pay a
$500 fee for quality so that the college could
hire new faculty members, thereby insuring
quality. On the West coast, earlier this
year, the Chancellor of the University of
California system proposed a five percent
faculty staff pay cut to go along with the 33
percent increase in undergraduate fees. One
newspaper source had said that the pay
reduction proposal was floated in order to
show the governor and the legislature that
we are bleeding. Scream louder.

As we continue to plead for more
funding, we have surrendered the locus of
control to off-campus constituencies; that
is, to the resource providers. We have left it
all to the goddess. The quality management
philosophy is a systematic way to focus on
educational and organizational processes.
It is a way to regain control over our own
destiny by actively and aggressively
focusing on continuous improvement
performance. The methods are not easy
and the work is time-consuming, the
language can be frustrating and the results
slow to come. Nonetheless, the time has
come for us to realize we must swim too.
Thank you for listening to that because I
had to say it.

So the last one is false. It is true only if
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you amend it to read: “If you cut my
budget and I choose to operate the same
way I have in the past, then quality is
sacrificed.” But remember, the AA
definition of insanity: Insanity is doing the
same thing the same way and expecting a
different result.

~ This is a difficult agenda. I'm thrilled
that there are so many people here tackling
this, and I wanted to leave you with a
suitable inspiring message. Some of you
know something about football so I chose
this one: At half time one afternoon when
the LA Raiders football team was being
beaten convincingly, John Madden recited to
his team Jack London’s personal credo.
Can you imagine John Madden reciting Jack
London’s personal crede? It goes like this:
“I would rather be ash than dust. I would
rather my scarf should burn out in a great
blaze than it should be stifled in dry rot. I
would rather be a superb meteor with every
atom of me in magnificent glow than a
sleepy and permanent planner.”

Madden then turned to his quarterback,
who some of you might remember, Kenny
“the Snake” Stabler, and said “What does
that mean to you?” And Stabler said,
“Coach, it means throw deep.”

Thank you very much for being here.
Thank you for your attendance, and throw
deep, please.

MS. JUROW: Thank you, Dan. This will
be a little more incentive for you to come
this evening because if you have any
questions, you can ask Dan then.

We need to move on to our first set of
concurrent sessions.

You'll find in your notebooks, in the first
part, a floor plan so that you can find the
rooms that you're interested in. Why don't
we give ourselves 15 minutes to get to our
next session — according to my watch that
will take us to 3:40 p.m.
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GATHERING CLIENT DATA: WHAT WORKS?

Christine Avery and Diane Zabel
Pennsylvania State University

OVERVIEW

By now, most libraries involved to any
extent with Total Quality Management
realize that successfully gathering
information from their customers is the key
to improving services. But how does one go
about identifying the needs of customers
with competing demands and different
perceptions? Our answer is that libraries
have to employ a variety of techniques. The
key is to fit the tool to the problem in hand,
bearing in mind that time and cost involved
in gathering the data are important from a
management perspective. This paper
focuses on specific techniques appropriate
for large research libraries. Itillustrates a
variety of methodologies, both formal and
informal, with which we have had first
hand experience. Cases have been drawn
from technical, public, and administrative
service areas of libraries. Because Total
Quality Management emphasizes the use of
quantitative data, we have focused on
survey research with some of its attendant
pitfalls. We have also included a
discussion of the use of qualitative data,
such as client interviews and focus groups,
with particular attention to the problem of
gathering data that is representative of the
larger group.

INTRODUCTION
When we talk about gathering client

data, most of us automatically think in
terms of surveys or interviews to figure out
what our clients want or think about our
services. Our intention is to go beyond this
automatic assumption and explore some of
the broader themes involved in gathering

'ata, pointing out the good and bad points

of various methods as well as ways to
improve the validity of research.

There has always been a split in the
social sciences between quantitative and
qualitative research. All too often this has
been depicted as “scientific” versus
“unscientific” research, “hard” versus
“soft” data, and in other terms that really
get in the way of taking a look at the
strengths and weaknesses of different
approaches. It is fair to say that
quantitetive and qualitative research
methods are based on truly different
underlying assumptions.

QUANTITATIVE VS. QUALITATIVE
RESEARCH

A quantitative approach is associated
with objectivity, an understanding of
probability, methodological rigor (i.e., you're
collecting data concerning the same
variables each time you conduct a survey —
not asking each person a different set of
questions), and makes substantial use of
statistics (i.e., allows you to generalize to
varying degrees). On the other hand,
qualitative research is more subjective in
nature, the methodologies incorporate a high
degree of flexibility, and it makes use of
language and description in providing
insight into attitudes and behavior.
Qualitative research can provide great
depth and understanding in a particular
context.

SOURCES OF DATA - PRIMARY AND
SECONDARY

There are three ways of gathering data.
We can gather data through surveys (which
include interviews), or we can observe

oo
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behavior, or we can create an experiment.
Most data gathered in libraries has been
through the use of surveys, but some
research has been observational (for
example, some of the most useful
information dealing with how people use
online catalogs has been observational in
nature). For a variety of reasons (among
them, lack of familiarity with experimental
design and our inexperience with thinking
about how experiments could even be useful
in libraries), experiments are rarely done in
libraries.

All three of these techniques are ways to
gather what is called primary data — the
data that someone has collected through use
of a survey, an experiment, or some sort of
observation to meet a specific set of
objectives. There is a second type of data
out there known as secondary data.
Secondary data are data collected by
someone else for some (hopefully) known
purpose, which may also be of use to us in
understanding our clients. Our libraries are
full of data that other people have
collected, and our colleagues are sitting on
data that often applies directly to our own
concerns. Data collected in the past are
often capable of being used more than once,
to answer additional questions.

For example, if we were interested in
how satisfied our customers were with our
online catalog, and want to focus on in
improving the catalog, we would probably
design some sort of questionnaire, or we
might interview a set of library users. We
would collect the data, write it up, and
consider the project done. But because
we're not used to thinking about using more
than one technique at a time to collect data
for a project, we don't think about whether
we would get a better answer o our
questions if we looked around at what
might have been done earlier at our own
institution or at a similar institution. We
might be missing some useful clues that

either better explain the data we've
collected or indicate that we’ve missed the
boat.

In our hypothetical example where we're
looking at the online catalog, surveys or
interviews might yield data that looked
perfectly reasonable and we might draw
certain conclusions about what most
concerns our users from that data. But
what would you find out, and how might
your conclusions change if an institution
with a similar catalog had conducted an
observational study fairly recently? What if
they had examined search logs for their
online catalog and noticed a high number of
searches for information done in the wrong
database, or noticed a high number of
poorly constructed searches, or conversely a
great deal of sophisticated use of systems?
Would you at least consider whether some
of that data might be relevant to your
research, that there might be enough
similarities between the two situations to
permit some use of the secondary data to
explain some of your findings? Some of this
is changing because the notion of
benchmarking is encouraging us to look
around at who else has information that
may relate to our own problems.
Benchmarking may have some of a ripple
effect in that we'll find that information
other than direct numerical comparisons can
be highly relevant.

WHY DO SURVEY RESEARCH?

Researchers like surveys because they
are not too intrusive, they are direct, they
are usually anonymous so people may tell
you things they wouldn't say to your face,
the analysis is fairly straightforward, and if
you've got a representative sample you can
draw generalizations from your findings.

What's wrong with surveys in general is
that it's so easy to do them really badly.
Bad survey research has contaminated
things. All tod often someone does a survey
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with very little thought given to sampling
techniques, the questions are poorly worded
or biased, results are misinterpreted — i.e.,
they’re done by people with little training in
research in the social sciences. In addition,
surveys are overused and perceived as
nuisances, thanks to direct marketers with
their suppertime phone surveys.

TYPES OF SURVEYS

Each type of survey also has its own set
of advantages and disadvantages. What
kinds of surveys are there?

1. On the Spot Paper Questionnaires We
Ask People to Fill Out. This type could
even include some forms that we routinely
require people to fill out, such as interlibrary
loan forms. With little or no modification,
you might be able to gather information
from a real variety of places by using these
existing forms.

Advantages:

a) very convenient

b) can get a high response rate, captive
audience

Disadvantages:

a) may not be able to get a very
representative sample (look at all the
research done based on college students)

b) may not be able to do this in many
situations

c) often has to be short, questions may be
simplistic

d) setting /timing may not be ideal

2. Mail Surveys.

Advantages:

a) convenient

b) cheap

c) potentially can get a very large group

Disadvantages:

a) poor response rate, can’t generalize (a
good response rate would be 50-70%
with follow-ups)

3. Phone Surveys.

Advantages:

a) fast: one week or less

b) wide range

¢) good response rate (can achieve a 60-80%
response rate with trained interviewers
who are good on the phone)

Disadvantages:

a) can be very expensive

4. In Person Interviews.

Advantages:

a) 80% plus response rate

b) can be very cheap if you use volunteers

Disadvantages:

a) can be very expensive if you use a
consulting firm or professional
interviewers

b) interviewer bias

c) interviewer effects (respondents may be
embarrassed to make some comments)

d) leading questions

e) inconsistency (an interviewer may not
always ask people the same questions)

HOW TO DO SURVEY RESEARCH WELL

There are eight basic questions to be
answered when you do a survey research
project.

1. What Do You Want to Know? This is
actually the most important decision. Don’t
expect a survey to answer all of your
research questions. Keep the survey
focused.

2. Who Do You Need to Interview? In
most cases, it is much more important to
have a representative sample than a
random sarinple. Figure out who knows
what you want to know.

3. How Are You Going to Select People to
Interview? Aim for random selection.
Avoid any sort of systematic bias.
Remember that representation is the most
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important factor.

4. How Many People Do You Need to
Interview? There are two things to
remember. First, a sample’s accuracy is
more important than its size. In other
words, are you interviewing the right
people? Second, sample size is usually
independent of population size. That is,
just because you have a huge population
don’t assume that you need a huge sample.
For example, election polls are based on a
small sample but are representative of the
population as a whole.

5. What Are the Questions that Will Be
Asked? Look at other surveys for good
questions. Get advice from your colleagues.
Try for multiple choice questions as much as
possible but include some open-ended
questions. Pretest your survey to eliminate
ambiguous questions and avoid bad
questions (See Figure 1).

6. How Will the Questionnaire Be
Administered? Ask for volunteers. You'll
be building support for your project. If
others feel that they have a stake in it, it’s
more likely to be successful.

7. How Will the Data Be Analyzed? Get
some advice from experts on your campus.
Many spreadsheet packages will do a very
basic analysis. Q&A or Excel could be used
for frequencies. It is probably wise to build
some expertise in SAS or SPSS. You can
usually have a consultant or campus expert
help with this part.

8. What Do the Results Mean? Know the
limits of your statistical analysis. Don’t
overgeneralize. Remember that in the social
sciences the best we can usually do is
describe what's going on, causality is
extremely difficult to attribute.

EXAMPLES OF LIBRARY-BASED SURVEYS

Examples of library-based surveys are
appended (See Figures 2-4). Our survey
examples include a traditional paper and
electronic questionnaire, and a telephone
survey.

WHAT IS QUALITATIVE RESEARCH?

The purpose of qualitative research is to
uncover perceptions, feelings, attitudes, and
ideas that relevant individuals have about
an issue. Itinvolves talking in depth with a
few individuals or small groups.

Qualitative research complements
quantitative research. It should be used as
an adjunct to quantitative research. It is not
a replacement for quantitative research.

It can be used in preparing for
quantitative research. For example,
qualitative research can be used to form a
general hypothesis. It can also be used after
quantitative research has been conducted to
provide insight into survey results.
Qualitative research can be particularly

valuable for needs assessment and problem
analysis.

WHAT ARE SOME BASIC QUALITATIVE
RESEARCH METHODS?

Qualitative research uses two basic
methods of data collection: 1) Individual
interviews and 2) focus groups.

With the first technique, carefully
selected individuals are interviewed one at
a time. Individual interviews are both
structured and in-depth.

Focus groups are a prevalent form of
qualitative research. Instead of interviewing
people one at a time, a focus group brings
together a small group of people for a
focused discussion. By definition, a focus
group generally consists of 8 to 12
participants from a target group who
participate in a 90 to 120 minute structured
discussion led by a trained moderator.
Focus groups have been used for decades in
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marketing and advertising research. Focus
groups were used as early as the 1930’s
when women were asked about soap. The
basic techniques were established in The
Focused Interview, a 1956 classic by
sociologist Robert K. Merton and others.
Focus groups were originally perceived as a
generic research method that could be
applied to any setting.

WHAT ARE THE STRENGTHS OF FOCUS
GROUPS?

This methodology goes beyond a
questionnaire. It provides more personal,
in-depth information than quantitative
research. The purpose is to get small groups
to articulate their beliefs about an issue.
You can use focus groups to determine what
your clients like and dislike. Focus groups
can help explain people’s behaviors.
Individual comments are important because
participants may make telling comments.
Participants tend to be less inhibited in a
group discussion than in individual
interviews. The security of a group setting
makes them more likely to express their
feelings. Using a group widens the range of
responses. One individual’s comments can
trigger a chain of reactions from the other
participants —i.e., one comment can have a
snowballing effect. Focus group discussions
can be more candid and spontaneous than
individual interviews. Focus groups
provide an opportunity to probe your
clients needs. By improving your
understanding of clients needs, you become
better able to improve the quality of services
to clients. You can also use employee focus
groups to solicit insights of employees into
problems and solutions.

Focus groups can be less time consuming
than a written survey. Thov are also less
time consuming than multiple individual
interviews. If you are using individual
interviews as a technique, you would
probably have to conduct 15 to 30

interviews in order to have an appropriate
sample size. You can plan, conduct, and
analyze the results of a focus group
discussion in just a few weeks.

In contrast to written surveys, focus
groups are relatively inexpensive. The cost
depends largely on the number of sessions
you conduct, the choice of moderator, and
the availability of facilities. You should use
more than one focus group in case the
responses of one group are atypical. A rule
of thumb is to hold two to four groups per
target audience. Ideally, you should
continue to hold sessions until the
discussion fails to reveal any new issues.
Libraries are fortunate because they can use
faculty members or graduate students who
have had experience with focus groups as
moderators. In addition, facilities are
generally free since the sessions can be
conducted in the library or elsewhere on
campus.

Good public relations can be an added
benefit of focus groups. Participants often
enjoy the experience. It makes them feel
that their opinions are important.

LIMITATIONS OF FOCUS GROUPS

You have to remember that focus group
samples are both small and
unrepresentative. You have to be careful
not to project the results to a larger
population since focus groups don’t provide
a large enough sample to allow for
extrapolation. Since the results are not
projectable, qualitative research is not a
substitute for projectable quantitative
research. Focus groups complement
traditional surveys.

You have to be cautious since intent and
actions are two separate things.
Participants might respond that they would
use the library more if hours were
expanded. This doesn’t mean that they
would actualiy do so if hours were
increased.
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Group dynamics can impact the
outcome. This is especially true if one or
two participants monopolize the
conversation.

This is why having a good moderator is
the key. Success depends heavily on the
moderator. A moderator has to be able to
use a range of verbal and rionverbal
techniques in order to ensure that every
participant has an opportunity to speak
and that no one monopolizes the
discussion. A moderator needs to be able
to direct but not control the discussion.
Moderating is a skill.

Focus groups have been widely used in
colleges and universities. For example,
admissions offices have used focus groups
to determine how and why prospective
students choose a college. Focus groups
have only been used by libraries in the past
decade.

LIBRARIES CAN USE FOCUS GROUPS TO:

1. Determine how well existing services
meet clients needs. The Iowa City Public
Library used focus groups to find out how
the library could improve services to the
business community. Individual interviews
can also be used to find out what your
customers think about service.

Penn State recently conducted 16
individual interviews with frequent and
infrequent ILL users. First, an interviewer
conducted in-depth, unstructured
telephone interviews with nine frequent ILL
users (both faculty and graduate students)
to determine what they thought about the
service and their suggestions for
improvement. Overall, the respondents
were very positive about ILL and they did
offer a number of suggestions for how
service could be improved, such as the
ability to s end requests electronically. Next,
the same interviewer conducted in-depth
telephone interviews with seven infrequent

ILL users. The interviewer asked four open
ended questions: 1) What do you expect
from ILL? 2) How do you prefer to
communicate with ILL? 3) What might
encourage you to make more use of ILL?,
and 4) What amount of time do you think
is reasonable to wait for materials? The
interviewer found that this group tended to
have an apathetic or negative view of ILL
since they infrequently used the service and
didn’t know much about the service. In
contrast, the first group tended to have
more realistic expectations.

2. Help design quantitative studies.
Qualitative research helps you identify the
questions to be asked. In addition to
helping with the focus of a survey,
qualitative research can help with the
wording of the survey. You can use the
language that participants use in order to
increase the likelihood that survey
respondents will understand the questions
being asked. The individual interviews that
Penn State conducted with ILL users were
followed up by a print handout survey.

3. Supplement data collected through a
user survey. Purdue University used focus
groups to gather student users opinions
about the quality of service (i.e., the
collection, staff, facility). These focus
groups supplemented data gathered through
a survey on student and faculty attitudes
toward the library.

4. Provide insight into non-use. While
quantitative research provides data about
who uses library services, qualitative
research, particularly focus groups, provide
insight into why people use or do not use
library services. The Denver Public Library
used focus groups to find out the needs of
minority populations. This insight into non-
use is critical if libraries want to improve
services, increase use, and increase users
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satisfaction.

5. Plan for a new facility. Penn State is in
the process of planning for a major
expansion that will result in several new
libraries within a library, such as a business
library, social science library, education
library, etc. Last year we conducted focus
groups with faculty and students in order to
gather input about the design of each of
these specialized libraries. Although our
intentions were good, we found that things
could go wrong. One problem is that groups
can be hard to assemble (especially faculty).
No one showed up for one of the
discussions and one of the other sessions
had poor attendance. These sessions were
scheduled in winter and bad weather forced
us to reschedule one of the other meeting
times.

6. To solicit input on electronic resources.
Cornell University used focus groups to find
out what features and enhancements users
would like to see incorporated into the
Mann Library Gateway.

A SUCCESSFUL FOCUS GROUP
DISCUSSION REQUIRES:

1. Established research goals. Define
what the purposes of the study are.
Determine what information is needed. The
purpose of a focus group is not to arrive at
a group consensus, change attitudes, or
resolve conflicts, but to collect qualitative
data to answer research questions.

2. An identifiable target audience.
Determine whom tc study. Who should the
participants be? Do you want to study
clients or potential clients? If you are
studying users of a particular service, such
as ILL, are you interested in those who
make limited, moderate, or heavy use of
ILL? Participants should be carefully

selected and should represent the
individuals you want to study.

3. An objective, enthusiastic, and
knowledgeable moderator. An outside
moderator is more objective. This is why
it's best if the moderator is not a library
staff member. It is important that the
moderator be perceived as friendly. The
moderator also needs to be knowledgeable
about the subject. A moderator needs to be
a good listener and needs to be able to draw
out reticent participants. Good moderators
ask probing questions such as “Give me an
example of ...” or “Would you explain
further?” It is also important that the
moderator try to minimize bias. An
example of moderator bias would be the
reinforcement of favorable comments by
head nodding or praise such as “excellent,”
“wonderful,” etc.

4. A carefully planned discussion. The
moderator, in conjunction with a library
staff member, should prepare a written
guide which outlines topics to be covered.
This guide should have planned questions
and a sequence of questions. A moderator
should avoid questions that can be
answered by a simple yes or no. A
moderator should limit the number of topics
to be addressed so each one can receive
sufficient attention. A focused discussion
generally revolves around fewer than ten
questions. There are often only five to six
questions with follow-up questions. If the
topic is complex, there should be even fewer
questions. Good focus group research is
narrow iriscope. Rather than gathering
superficial information about many ideas, it
is better to gather in-depth information
about a few issues. Before each session, the
moderator should welcome the group,
explain how participants have been
selected, identify the objectives, and
establish basic ground rules, such as the
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need for participants to speak one at a tiine
and that there are no right or wrong
answers.

5. A record of session. The session can be
recorded in several ways. First, you can
have a representative from the library sit in,
observe the session, and take notes. This
observer does not participate. You should
limit the number of observers so their
presence is not intrusive. Another option is
to have the observer behind a two-way
mirror. Sessions are generally taped with an
audio recorder. If the session is being
taped, however, it is important that the
moderator tell participants that they are
being recorded. You can also consider using
a moderator and an assistant moderator.
The moderator leads the discussion and
takes minimal notes. The assistant
moderator takes extensive notes, operates
any equipment, and handles logistics such
as refreshments. After the session, the
moderator transcribes the tapes. The
moderator should prepare a written
analysis soon after all the sessions have
been conducted using the transcript. The
moderator’s notes and observer’s notes can

~ supplement the transcript if the tape is

unclear. This written report should outline
the broad themes which have emerged in
several different sessions. There are
commercially available computer packages
(Qualpro, Hyperqual) to analyze
transcripts. These packages typically’
identify the frequency of words and
phrases. The problem is that packages like
these may take comments out of their
context.

6. A comfortable facility. The room you
use should have comfortable chairs. It
should be convenient, easy to find, and free
from distractions. You should also serve
refreshments.

ASSESSING QUALITATIVE RESEARCH
The following criteria can be applied to
both individual interviews and focus

groups.

¢ Are the objectives clear?

¢ Are the number of individual
interviews and/or focus group
discussions adequate for the issues
being explored?

¢ Have the participants been carefully
selected?

e Is the interviewer or moderator well
trained?

¢ Is there a written guide listing topics
to be covered and a sequence of
questions?

¢ Does the analysis identify broad
themes that have emerged in sessions?

CONCLUSION

Focus groups can be used in conjunction
with individual interviews and surveys.
The best approach to data collection is one
that uses several methodologies. Both
methods of gathering data (quantitative and
qualitative) are useful and the relationship
between them should be complimentary
rather than adversarial. None of the
techniques which we have presented are
particularly complex. The key to success is
developing good judgement about what
techniques to use under which
circumstances.

Christine Avery has been a Business
Reference Librarian at Pennsylvania State
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QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Susan Jurow, Convener
Director, Office of Management Services

MS. JUROW: It was our intention that this
just be a very, very informal session. We do
not have presentations prepared up here.
We wanted this to be an opportunity for
questions and answers, or if you wanted, to
ask Dan about anything left over from this
afternoon’s session. If there are specific
questions about issues that you are dealing
with in the implementation processes that
you're involved in, this would be an
opportunity to ask them.

We have two other people up here,
along with Dan. Bill Grundstrom is going to
be introduced more thoroughly tomorrow
when he does his plenary speech. He has
worked at both the American Productivity
and Quality Center and at Motorola on
quality benchmarking and other continuous
improvement technologies.

Jim Marcum, who is sitting here in the
middle, is the Director of Libraries at
Centenary College in Shreveport, Louisiana.
He's going to be giving a talk tomorrow on
Performance Appraisal in the TQM
Environment. He's here tonight because he’s
prepared the books and articles and a brief
section of the National Productivity Review,
and we thought he might be able to suggest
some additional readings as we're going
through this process.

I should also say, rather than looking at
this as a give and take from up here to back
there, we want to look at this all the way
around. So, if you have comments in
response to each other’s questions, we’d like
to hear those as well and not just expect
everything to come from the front of the
room. So, with that as the basic ground
rules, does anybody want to throw out the
first question?

We do have someone recording this, so
please state your name and institution
before you start speaking.

MS. SIMMONS: Heather Simmons,
Wayne State University.

We've been involved in Total Quality
Management for a couple of years now, and
there are rumors that some day the faculty
will be invclved in the process. I'm getting
to the point where it’s wonderful within my
part of the university and the other
administrative, nonteaching areas of the
university, but I'm sort of banging my head
against faculty who give impossible library
assignments; and I can’t make that work
within the Total Quality Management idea
when the faculty aren’t involved yet.

MR. SEYMOUR: Is there a question there,
or was that just a statement?

MS. SIMMONS: When you're trying to
deal with someoné who is sort of an anti-
TQM entity, how do you —?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think the effort in
TQM requires ownership, ownership of the
individual, and probably you can do it in
pockets where it's going to work from your
department, as long as you have power and
the ability to control what happens within
that department. The real challenge, of
course, is to get the whole system running in
the same direction, and that’s some of your
concerns. :

A lot of organizations that started the
process kind of started with pilot efforts,
set their measures and their targets and let
the success sell the process to other
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organizations. There’s no easy answer to
this, but I would say if you could: Get very
focused on a specific area within your
operation, improve on it, and then market
those successes to the rest of the
organization. You're really talking abouta
cultural change, not just a nice movement to
get into. That’s one surface response.

MR. McGRATH: My name is Bill McGrath,
from Buffalo, and I'm a faculty member,
and I've read a lot about who defines
quality. I'm a teacher of library science, but
I'm a former university library director, so
I've spent many years on both sides. And
what I see or what I'm hearing is that you,
the librarians, are defining the quality.

Now when you define it, that’s fine. For
example, if you say, “We offer CD-ROMs in
our library, so therefore we're a quality
library.” No. No way. That’s not quality
as [ see it, it’s the people who are going to
be using those CD-ROMs, or whatever the
service is, who are going to be defining the
quality. And I'm one of those people, I
walk into my library and I see a lot of
people very, very dedicated to quality; but I
see an awful lot of lousy quality. So I think
that we all have to get into the business of
finding out what quality is and who is going
to define it. Is that correct?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think. you're right.
We talked this morning about the customer;
and I suppose if I think about the customer
and I think about the next operation as
customer, if I had that in sight, then I could
start anywhere in the organization as long
as those two pieces were there. But I think
you do have to define some things.
Probably one of the biggest stumbling
blocks in the beginning is just a language
issue and definition issue. And there are a
lot of personal biases about what quality is.
I think some organizations in the beginning
got upset when somebody said you've got

to initiate quality, because they said, “For
50 years we’ve been doing quality around
here; what do you mean? Is it something
brand new?” So, in some cases, it's almost
an embarrassment to say we have to do it.

MR. MARCUM: In health care, they’ve
found this exact problem for years: If you
start on the administrative side and you
don’t include the doctors, eventually a
couple of years later when you try to
include the doctors, they say, “Well, this
isn’t about us, because you wouldn't, you
didn’t, include us.”

So you're in a difficult position in higher
education; you're sort of damned if you do,
damned if you don’t. Oregon State did it
that way; they started out with the
administrative side and then three years
later they started with the professors and
the professcrs said, “What's this got to do
with us?”

If you are, at any point, trying to get
involved with cross-functional processes,
which ultimately you need to do — that is,
outside of the library, because that’s where
the major gains are going to come from, the
cross-functional processes — then you have
to engage the professors. And there are
many critical processes that professors are
involved in that are not simply in the
classroom, like the library. There are
processes involved there that go out of their
office; the process goes out of their office,
around the building and over to the library
and back around through and whatever.

So I would suggest that you begin to
bring people into your process. When you
put together project improvement teams you
search out those people on your faculty who
are involved in this. Specifically, look for
people in engineering and business. Look at
people who are a little bit more that way
and keep asking and cajoling, and bringing
them in to those processes that you're
working on.
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Then finally, as was suggested,
communicate. Sell your successes like
crazy. Show people that this works, show
people that you’ve saved money, that
you’ve reduced furnaround time, whatever
it is, show them performance measures that
work. :

By the way, one of the things that I
should have brought out. I wrote two
research pieces for Goal QPC that look at
22 of the pioneering institutions. One was
done in 1991, it’s called “Total Quality
Management in Higher Education, a Critical
Assessment,” and it’s about a 28-pager on
what the major problems are, what the
major solutions are, where you are starting,
and what kind of implementation strategies
you are using. The other one, that came out
last year, is “TQM in Higher Education:
Clearing the Hurdles.” It’s about the ten
major barriers to implementation and the
strategies that the various institutions have
used to overcome them. Involving
professors is one of those barriers, so there
are some very specific strategies that have
been addressed.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: The last two years,
too, I think in Quality Progress, the October
issue, I did a special feature about quality in
educational institutions; and it broke it
down as to whether they were teaching it as
a curriculum, or whether they were
implementing it within the institution and
what functional operations or departments
were involved. They updated it last year,
and I think it’s going to be an annual
document.

AUDIENCE: What journal was that in?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think it was in
Quality Progress. October’s issue, every
year. October is quality month in the
United States.

MR. SEYMOUR: The other months, we
don’t bother.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: No; we just zero in
on October.

MR. SEYMOUR: That’s right, get it over
with, all at one time.

MS. JUROW: Bill.

MR. STORM: If labels are libelous and if
TOM and TQI are labels, what can an
institution that can’t take on a total
programimatic effort in this area do?
Leaving aside those labels as you know it,
what are the two or three things an
organization might do to have a major
impact — this may be a dumb and naive
question —

MR. SEYMOUR: No.

MR. STORM: Among the principles of
TQM, what are two or three things that we
might do in a short-term, say a year or two,
effort that would really have a major
impact?

MR. SEYMOUR: Whoa.

MR. STORM: That’s what I say, it mar be
an impossible question.

MR. SEYMOUR: It’s a good question, but
what is your intent? I mean, what is the
aim of that first two years? Is it to ins;ire?

MR. STORM: To make some maximum
impact on the organization according to the
principles that this TQM and CQI adhere
to.

MR. SEYMOUR: And then what?

MR. STORM: To have a better
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organizational product, I suppose.

MR. SEYMOUR: Then I wouldn’t bother,
then.

MR. STORM: So it’s a bad question, right?

MR. SEYMOUR: No, no, no, of course not.
I guess what I'm saying is that this really is,
and I hesitate to use the terminology, but I
will, this is really a transformation ir. your
head. You really begin to act differently
once you get this stuff in your head. You
begin to see things quite differently than you
did before.

MR. STORM: And is the transformation
incremental, or is it total? All at one time.

MR. SEYMOUR: I think — well, that’s an
interesting one. Let me show you what's
happened in terms of organizations, in
terms of performance. This is what they’ve
seen: you'll get performance improvement,
which is based upon — not so much
performance improvement, —but a
knowledge curve. Just like a learning curve,
which goes on the basis of having studied
the maturity and thought about it, and
maybe done some projects that you're
thinking about.

Myron Trybiss and Peter Schultes and
Brian Joyner, some of those people, have
talked about what happens after two or
three years — and this is why I'm struggling
a little bit with your question: All of a
sudden, you realize you don’t know what
the hell you're talking about, because you
can pull together the tools and techniques
and not really understand, which is why I
was trying to do some of. the theory stuff,
on variation. So there’s some know-why
here that goes on, but until you can connect
the theory to application, there’s no real
understanding. The second go-around,
there’s a second curve, which is know-how.

So I'm not certain — but you should
start. It's better to begin to do something
than to spend two years training or two
years discussing,, like at a couple of
institutions that I'm aware of, that said
they’ve been at this for two years and they
haven’t done anvthing at all but talk to each
other. It's not a bad idea to come together,
create study groups, read the material, talk
to each other, and then try something. And
learn from that and get through this initial
phase, because early on you're going to
recognize the fact that “Whoa, this is a lot
deeper and some of the issues here are a lot
more comprehensive than what I thought.”
So you want to go through this stage as
quickly as possible.

I didn’t answer your question, though,
did I? I would do two things. I would form
study groups. I think this is a wonderful
thing — you don’t announce it, you don’t do
anything, you find people who are
interested, you get some of these materials,
you meet every other Friday, and you spend
a couple of hours talking about things.

Secondly, I would try something as a
learning exercise. Keep it close, kevp it
small, don’t announce it, don’t have hats —
forget the hats, okay? All the stupid mugs,
any names, titles on this stuff; forget it. Just
go try something and see if you can succeed.
When you try something, as it’s well known,
you want to try something that’s, as they
say, low-hanging fruit. Pick something
that’s right there. Don't try a big cross-
functional effort. Do something that’s
important, that everybody knows is
important, where you’ve got a fairly good
success ratio going in, pull together some
good people and try to get a success and
learn from it.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I want to respond,
too, and add a story of a real situation that
happened to me. I also want to hit on the
first question: Where do you start? I'd
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always look at my critical success factors:
Why am I in business? Why does my
organization exist? Why do we need to do
this to improve?

There needs to be a beginning — and if
that's the first six months of the effort,
great. I go along with Dan in saying not to
worry about the hats and the slogans. I
personally have seen organizations that
have gone to the mountain to get the bible
from the guru on quality, come back to their
organization and somebody said, “Do it
like this, it'll work.” But they never owned
it any deeper than that, there was no
emotional commitment to the effort. Andin
two years it wasn’t working and they
wasted a lot of money.

One of our suppliers to NASA, in
Houston, called me up one day and said,
“We've got a quality effort we put in place.
We formed 68 teams based on a request
from NASA, because they said ‘you’ve got
to have quality teams.”” And it was like —
voild! — 68 teams came out of the
woodwork. Sixty-eight teams, and they
asked me to come in and analyze the teams
and give them an assessment of where they
were. Isaid, “Well, what did you do with
the teams?” They said they actually
trained them on teams, they have visions
and missions, and everything seems to be
appropriate.

I said, “So why do you need me?” They
said, “Because we can only find seven of
the teams.” Isaid, “It sounds good.” They
asked, “Would you come in and give us a
day of your time?” Then I said, “Give you
a day of my time? Pick up my expenses
and I'll give you a half a day of my time.
Set up the meeting and we’ll come in.” So
they had a meeting with a big U-shaped
area, and in the middle of the U-shape was
a big round executive table with the steering
committee of this company. Then, in the
back of the room, they had the peanut
gallery with the teams that they could find,

ready to 1nake their presentations.

Because they were to a supplier to
NASA and were networked and partnered
all over the country, they had microphnes
on the table which I thought was interesting,
and then they wired me up and said, “Now
we'd like you to talk to our subsidiary units
in Northern California” — so I was wired
throughout the United States. They sat me
in the front and each team got up and made
their presentation. Now this is hysterical.
Teams were formed to solve problems, but
they didn’t know what problems to solve.
So the teams were sent out to go find
problems — as if we didn’t have a problem
already, right?

And each team became very energetic.
You could see the ones that had practiced
their presentation — with all the right flips
and overheads, facts and figures, a mission
statement. So we went through this
exercise, truly an exercise. One team
studied something that I thought was very,
very important: I'll give you this story and
I'll give you the story of another team.

The company was required by law to
put together documents because they were a
contractor to NASA. Yet there was
nowhere to send these reports once they
were done. So this team studied these
required reports that no one knew where to
send once they were created. Still, they
were required by law and contract to put
them together.

So they calculated how many different
reports, how many man hours, the storage
space and all the other physical stuff that
was associated with the reports, but they
had never totaled up the value of those
reports. Ijumped on a flip chart and said
now let’s give me the value — give me the
per person hours to do this, what does that
equal in labor hours? We put that on the
page. How many pieces of paper and
reproduction costs? Put that on the page.
Now what are you doing with it? “Well,
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we're storing it.” How many years do you
store it? “Seven years, or longer.” So we
had all these documents stored; we put that
on the page.

Guess what six months of that effort
cost — $500,000. “That'’s a rnillion bucks a
year,” I said. The steering committee is
sitting there. If you wonder what you
should do with your quality effort, the
steering committee is a group that is
supposed to make decisions on findings of
the quality effort. The steering committee
sat there like lumps on a log and said
“Okay” and I said, “No, not okay. That’s
not okay. This team actually did some
good work here. What are you going to do
to implement the change?” And they said,
“It’s not our job.” That's not quality.
That's a disaster. That’s another cost to
you and me as taxpayers. That’s a sin.

With the other team there was a very
robust gentleman making the presentation,
and he talked about everything he gathered,

- and I asked, “How many people on your

team?” And he responded, “You mean
now or in the beginning?” So he was the
only team member. Ihad to ask, “How do
you gain consensus?” He said, “Quickly.”

But those are the ridiculous sides of this
quality story. The positive side is that there
was an effort to define some good things,
but you've got to get into it so you can
implement changes. If you can identify at
the top of the institution the critical factors
that you have to improve on, and go for
those, you’ll have some success.

I'm sorry to take that much time.

MS. JUROW: Thank you, Bill. That was
very good. More questions? Karyle.

MS. BUTCHER: I'm Karyle Butcher. I'm
from Oregon State University Library.

I had a question to a throwaway
reference to interlibrary loan you made
earlier today. You said that you were

talking about libraries charging fees, and
then you used as an example charging fees
for interlibrary loan. I'd like to go back and
revisit the whole fee thing.

What were you getting at with that?

MR. SEYMOUR: Well, it was perhaps an
unfortunate reference. And I'd like to — am
I backpedaling fast enough yet?

MS. BUTCHER: He was warmmed over
dinner.

MR. SEYMOUR: The point was, and it
was an unfortunate reference, it is
important for you to understand your costs
and where your money is going, and to
benchmark against other institutions to find
out who is doing the best job of interlibrary
loan, how much it’s costing them, and what
their turnaround is. You should find the
best in class and find out what they’re
doing and copy it. That is important, that
part of it, the studies that you did. That's
important to find out exactly how much it is
costing you and where you are putting your
resources. Because that's the kind of
self-reflection that is part of a learning
organization.

What's happened is, instead of trying to
fix the system, we're trying to find out
where can we get more money. And the
debit card example — in terms of
institutions being proud of the fact that they
have found a way to capture money —
Georgia Tech was very proud of the fact
that they found a way to capture $140,000
of interest charges, which they gained by
having students use debit cards.

With the reference to interlibrary loan
charges, I think that you need to look at
expectations versus reality and service
quality. How many students coming to the
institution would have felt as though
interlibrary loans were part of their tuition?
Maybe we're doing a disservice to them and
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to ourselves by hitting them with that
charge.

MS. BUTCHER: Well, it got me thinking
about the whole movement towards fees —
both on campus and in libraries. And then
you're concerned that we keep saying that if
we throw rnore money at it, then we can do
more quality. I guess Ijust wanted someone
to explore this. Are you suggesting that we
haven’t pushed ourselves far enough? This
is not a critical statement, I'm just curious.
Our first hit is we're overburdened and
we're going to have to add some fees and
that will prevent people from using our
services, therefore we’re penalizing
students.

MR. SEYMOUR: I'm on very thin ice here,
because I don’t know enough about your
business to be able to be specific; but this I
know, in industry, ideas find money. In
higher education, money finds ideas.
Backwards.

Yesterday I was up in New York City,
and we did a presentation, myself and a
number of my friends from various
institutions, and a professor stood up in the
back of the room and said, “You know, I've
been looking at this stuff for a long time,
and I think there’s something there. What I
don’t understand is where do we find the
resources to be able to implement some of
this stuff?”

He went right back to saying that this is
additional. The whole notion is that 30 or
40 percent of what we do is scrap, rework,
complexity, breakdown, and delay; we have
to figure out how to capture it ourselves
because it’s there. The phrase, the cliché,
that’s used is “gold in the mind.” It’s there,
we just have to figure out how to get it out.
It's already there. I guess the contention is
that if we can do that, and we can show
people that we’ve done this, communicate it
well, and show what these performance

indicators are, then in the future we’v= got a

much better chance of commanding tnat

kind of investment, because we’ve shown, in
terms of ourselves, that we are a good
investment. That’s what we have to do.

So we have to think in terms of a return
on quality investment. We’ve got it
captured ourselves.

MS. JUROW: Tom.

MR. SHAUGHNESSY: How do you
answer the question, or the charge, that
TQM is one more fad, that it, too, will pass
away some day? It’s in this long,
distinguished series of faddish techniques,
beginning probably with PPBS, and then we
had zero-based budgeting, and then we had
management by objectives, and then we had
management by walking around and
scratching our heads, and then we had
cutback management, and now we've got
TOM. Next week we're going to have
something else and nobody’s even going to
know about TQM.

What do you say to that?

MR. SEYMOUR: Bull.
AUDIENCE: [ agree with him.

AUDIENCE: Ido, too. Ijust want to tell
Tom that he’s stepping on my paper
tomorrow. :

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I've got slides up in
my room kere, which I show when I get this
kind of a statement. I throw four slides up
that have about 15 bullets on themn for the
last 15 years, beginning with MBO and
coming forward. If you want a movement
of the month, we’ve got them.

That’s part of our mentality of quick fix
in this country. We also have not had a lot
of patience with disciplining ourselves, and
that’s why we have these movements. The
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'interesﬁng thing is, if you want a global

language, it’s quality. Because no matter
where I go, they’re talking the same
principles, the same key terms. I was asked
to go to Bogota, Colombia about a year and
a half ago as guests of the Attorney
General’s wife who was working with the
hospital council to improve quality for the
major hospitals.

The country is going to change; it’s going
to overcome its obstacles. The Japanese
youth organization was there, teaching them
quality, teaching Deming’s principles. 1
think it's a universal language. I think it’s
shifting and getting a little deeper. Those
naysayers who have had a hard time getting
on a bandwagon are having a horrible time
catching up.

MR. SEYMOUR: The American
automobile industry is a wonderful
example. I don’t know if you know, but this
year for the first time in ten years the
American percentage of cars sold in the
world increased. We have turned things
around after ten years. If you ask Ford, if
you ask General Motors, if you ask Chrysler
why, they will tell you, “quality.” It's their
investment in this. So this really is the
major paradigm shift of this century.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: For example, let’s
look at American companies like the
semiconductor business where I kind of cut
my teeth. In ’86-'87 if you looked at the top
semiconductor producers in the world, there
were two American companies in the top
ten; one was seventh and one was eighth;
they were Intel and Motorola. In January
‘92, Intel was number one in the world and
Motorola was three or four, depending on
how you count them. It's the same with
Ford overcoming Honda Accord in sales.
The stories go on and on.

MS. JUROW: Chuck.

MR. HAMAKER: I'm Chuck Hamaker
from Louisiana State University. This may
be an old chestnut, and I apologize if it is.

One of the main things that research
libraries do for customers is for probably
anywhere from 20 to 50 years down the
road. We collect certain types of collections
and organize them for potential clients or
customers that, literally, we don’t know
right now. We create storage systems that
we have to worry about being viable 50
years down the road.

In the process of describing what it
looks like there’s a linkage between input,
between the work you do, and the final
output, the final client. We don’t have
anybody from 50 years in the future that we
can interview, but still, this is a constant
concern in research libraries. I don’teven
have a question here; this is a principle that
I work with every day.

Let me give you a little narrower time
frame. My math department came to me
and said, “We don’t need you to buy any
books in mathematics. We want you to put
all the money that you spend for us into
mathematic journals.” Well, we sort of
swallowed hard and said, “Well, yes, let’s
take a look.” And what we found was that
they were, in part, correct. There is no book
that I can buy today, almost no book in
mathematics, theoretical math, that any
mathematician on my faculty will have any
interest in within the next decade. But
when we looked at the use pattern of
mathematical titles, research titles, it hits at
ten years. After ten years, the stuff’s
tamped down in the literature, it's gotten a
few reviews and they finally discover it.

They don’t know today that, a decade
from now, they won’t need what we're
buying for them. I don’t know if that
explains the problem or not, but I deal with
this daily. You balance resources. You ask
yourself, “How much do I throw into
building that collection for a decade or 20 or
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50 years from now?” I'm sure every .
research library here has collections that
they haven’t touched for 50 years, but they
know they’re significant.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: What you're
describing, sir, is a beautiful functional silo.

MR. HAMAKER: Pardon?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: A functional silo.
By that I mean, you're talking about your
operation and then the people who are
asking you to buy books. There’s a need for
you to get a better dialogue going between
the both of you so that 50 years becomes a
clearer vision from both of your
perspectives. That’s one issue.

The other issue is, when you look at the
speed at which we are dealing with change,
if you wait for the data to come in, you're
following the power curve. It’s history by
that time. There’s a certain degree of
intuitive risk-taking that has to happen
today, based on the best knowledge you
have today. We also didn't train a lot of
our business and organizational managers
to deal with this: To be risk-takers, to make
intuitive gambles of where we're heading.
We tend to prefer to wait for history to get
here and then say, “Well, we’ll do that
now.” And it’s oftentimes too late.

MR. HAMAKER: Too late?
MR. GRUNDSTROM: Right.

MR. McGRATH: You know, that testifies
to a point that I was going to make; it's a
follow-up on your observation this
afternoon about doing the right things.

My feeling is that a lot of research
libraries have to reevaluate and reidentify
the fundamental premises under which we
operate. For example, there’s a lot of
interest in interlibrary loan right now. I've

been interested in it — and by the way, I
was at USL down in Lafayette for many
years —

MR. HAMAKER: I've read a great deal of

your research that came out of your work
there.

MR. McGRATH: Oh, thank you. We did
some interlibrary loan studies down there.

One of the things that we found is that
very few faculty account for most of the
library use, and a very large number of
faculty don’t ever use the library at all. Yet,
here we are spending enormous sums
improving this wonderful service of
interlibrary loan, of which very few faculty
make use.

Now as a faculty member and as a
former librarian, one thing that really burns
me is that at the end of every semester when
all the books come back from use, mostly
undergraduate use, if they ever do get
checked in, will sit around on book trucks
for weeks and weeks and never get shelved.
And here we are spending $150,000-
$250,000 on interlibrary loan, a service
which very few people make use of, and all
we need is a few thousand dollars to pay
some student shelvers to get those books
back on the shelf.

Now there’s a nice, neat, little equation
there in terms of the cost of quality: Good
quality isn’t going to cost very much. I
would define good quality service in the
library as being able to find the book that I
want every time I go into the library. Now
how many libraries can guarantee that?
Not very many.

MS. JUROW: John first, and then come
forward from there.

MR. LUBANS: John Lubans from Duke
University. In an earlier response, you
listed some companies where quality had

“ \)
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made a difference. My specific question is
something I would ask in a cocktail party or
something.

As we flatten the organization, and we
in fact are doing that, things change, the
division changes, leadership changes,
decision-making changes, the reporting
relationships may change and they
evaporate. I'm really keen on finding more
about this since we're struggling with this
issue at Duke Library. We know of
organizations that are similar to libraries,
not necessarily not-for-profit places, that
have addressed this leadership question.
How does one work with a group of
departments that now are teams?

MR. SEYMOUR: Could you repeat the
question? .

MR. LUCAS: The question is: Once you
flatten the organization and you start to

‘walk the talk about self-managing teams,

the relationships at the very top with those
teams that you want supervised have
changed.

MR. SEYMOUR: Right.

MR. LUCAS: If you really mean it, you no
longer assess on an individual basis. You
no longer have the approval-seeking
permission-giving relationship. I'm fairly
sure as to what can be done, but I'd like to
find out if there are other people who have
sort of walked that path earlier.

MR. SEYMOUR: Ishould tell you that
again one of the hurdles that I found in that
study from last year was, how do you get
supervisors to let go? And there’s a flip
side to that; how do you get those people
who are doing the work to accept
responsibility? Because it’s a question that
often doesn’t get asked.

In many ways you can get less. There’s

a lot of people who have been beaten down,
hassled to the point that all they want to do
is go home at five o’clock. They don’t want
to be on a team, they don’t want to do
anything; all they want is their paycheck
and to do their little job, and not bother
anybody. That's all.

So there’s that dual problem of trying to
get supervisors to let go and at the same
time, getting other people to accept
responsibility. You keep hammering away
at the most importart issue for most people
in organizations. When people leave from
one organization to go to another it’s not for
more money as turnover literature shows. It
is for control over your own work life.

And that’s what happens when you
flatten an organization. If your supervisors
take on the role, not as controllers, but as
facilitators, then you have teams that are in
place to, in fact, control and improve their
own work life. And that’s what you're
moving towards.

MS. JUROW: Right over there.

AUDIENCE: I may be shifting the
discussion in another direction, so if some
others want to continue on this trend, you
could come back to me.

MS. JUROW: Susan?

MS. BARNARD: I'm Susan Barnard from
Kent State University.

What turnover literature are you
referring to? Is this a broad spectrum of
blue collar workers, professionals,
academics?

MR. SEYMOUR: These are studies by
Stears and Mowday, at UCI and the
University of Oregon, that show
consistently that people don't leave jobs for
more money. That’s not the key. In fact,
the top of the list consistently is that people
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want more responsibility; they want to have
an effect.

MS. BARNARD: And that’s people at all
levels?

MR. SEYMOUR: I'm not certain. I'm not
certain what the sample is.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think there are
also some issues of burnout in our culture
that might impact those numbers. I know a
fellow in Arizona who is doing some work
with IBM’s research group; and some of his
concerns are about innovation and
creativity in organizations. The studies he’s
done indicate that a lot of the innovative
and creative people needed to save the
institutions are leaving and startmg their
own or joining otheérs.

So there’s a very serious drain on the
capability of an organization to adjust to
some of the challenges they have, because
the people with the creativity to solve the
problems are burning out and they leave.

MR. MARCUM: I want to interrupt in for
just a second.

MS. JUROW: Go ahead.

MR. MARCUM: Your question about the
choices in the way we spend money and the
way things get done, and one or two of the
other questions have touched upon this, but
nobody has put it out on the table; I think it
needs to be out on the table.

I have a question because Richard Taber
Green raises it in Global Quality, and he
raises the question of professionalism as
one of our major problems in the way of
achieving quality. It teaches specialization,
it teaches narrow viewpoint, it teaches that
the professional knows how to do it and
that the user is supposed to come to you
and you tell them the right answer, and they

go away satisfied; but that’s not the way 1t
works. And I think this is going to be one of
the central issues for librarians. Is this the
case in other areas?

MR. SEYMOUR: Yes. On the back page of
The Chronicle not too long ago, Don
Langenburg, who is the Chancellor of the
University of Maryland system, talked
about team scholarship. Are you familiar
with that?

MR. MARCUM: Yes.

MR. SEYMOUR: And how the individual
reward systems have to move that way.

MR. MARCUM: Green talks about group
Ph.D.’s in Japan, that one of the reasons
that Japan is successful is because they’re

getting away from specialization. For the

teams to work, they can’t just be
departments. They’ve got to be set up a
different way.

MS. ELBAZ: Sohair Elbaz, IIT.

I believe tiiat the way to resoive the
question regarding the management giving
up when it thinks that teams will take over
and the managers are no longer able to
handle the organization in the perceived
normal way that has developed over time,
is to understand that teams control
processes but they don’t control financial
matters and policies. Those are two
important things that teams do not control,
and those things are under the control of the
council, whatever its name; the quality
council or the top administration. Not
knowing that is what makes people
sometimes confused about “if a team is
going to change everything what am I
supposed to do as a manager?” And this is
really a very important point to make; the
difference between team management and
the management of the organization.
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However, I do have a question. We
have had a very successful experience at
DNlinois Institute of Technology Libraries.
We came to a compromise in October when
we had to do the performance appraisal,
because the university was not ready for
that yet. For that reason, I have promised
my staff that I will not do the performance
appraisal the way it is usually done.

What I did to satisfy the university is
that I gave everyone the same percentage.
So everyone got the same percentage; there
was no merit or anything of that sort.
Everyone got whatever, the three percent,
and later on we filled that performance
appraisal, it’s a six page book kind of thing,
filled it with whatever — everyone has
written the same objectives, we just
circulated one booklet and everyone filled it
the same way.

Later on, when the human resources
department called me, I said, “That’s not
going to work.” And they said, “It’s going
to work this time, you have to take it.”

And we took it, and we have to another
review coming up, and they tell me, “You
are not going to do the same,” and I said,
“We are going to do the same,” and we have
a tug-of-war between human resources and
the library.

Anyway, we came to a middle ground
where we eliminate, just for the library
personnel, the ranking, all the stuff that has
the behavioral elements and organizational
elements, and we put the objectives as team
objectives and things of that sort. We took
that as a middle ground between Total
Quality Management performance, which
does not exist, as Deming says, and we
didn’t take the university one. I don’t know
if the middle ground is something that we
can work with, until the university comes to
actually forming that.

Would it work? The middle ground, as
a part of TQM approach?

MR. MARCUM: You're asking me?

I think we're all searching for solutions
to that, and that’s what I'm trying to get at
in my paper.

I think so. I think we're all looking for
solutions here. I went to what was,
basically, a feedback clinic and asked the
following questions: What are you doing?
How do you like it? What can I do to help
you? What do you not like? And just a
whole series of things like that. But with no
ranking, nothing of that sort. Fortunately, I
don’t have to in our little institution, but
those of you who do have to do some
ranking, that’s going to be another of the big
points that’s got to be dealt with, because
that’s totally destructive of systems work
and teamwork.

MS. ELBAZ: When they asked Mr. Deming
about it, he gave two answers.

The first one he said was, “Just hire the
right people.” But, number one, how can I
fire the people that I have now, in order to
hire the right ones? And it doesn’t work,
except to just to fire everyone in the
university and rehire oniy the ones that we
want.

The second thing he said is something
completely wrong; it’s like someone who is
hitting his head against a wall. Instead of a
wall, you are giving him a piece of wood.
So you don’t have to find an alternative;
just eliminate it. Again it gets into the legal
issues when we try to get rid of someone.
He told me personally, outside the group,
that in Japan sometimes when an employee
doesn’t perform — for instance, in
Mitsubishi — they promote him, because
maybe he thinks that his job isn't
challenging enough, so they give him a
promotion and more work, and they keep
him on. I don’t know where they go with
that; I think most jobs in Japan are
guaranteed for life which would not work in
the United States.
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MS. JUROW: Let me go to the back there
and then over here. Go ahead.

MS. NITECKI: Danuta Nitecki, University
of Maryland, College Park.

I guess one of the areas I'd like to
address is an area that a number of staff
will comment on — the relation between the
profit and non-profit environment.

Specifically, though, what I would like
one of you to address is the relationship
between the customer as the recipient of the
service and the finer quality and the
customer as provider of the resources. So in
other words, the example in business where
the satisfaction the customer can receive has
a direct relationship with your resource-
building as, presumably, the customer is
buying more, the business is making more
money.

Whereas in the non-profit, that
relationship is a little more distant at times;
particularly in our setting where, as I think
you mentioned, the majority of our users are
undergraduates and yet, in some ways, they
do influence the revenue coming to the
university. Yet, they are not directly
influencing the allocations of that revenue
once they are in the campus.

I'm wondering if someone could address
that distinction between the role of the
customer and the return of resources to run
an operation.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: In the marketing
literature — my background is as a
marketing professor — they talk about
customers and then they subdivide. Look
at the different roles. You could be an
influencer. Take a family with a small child.
Cereal. Walk down the cereal aisle with a
small child. There they are the influencer,
they are the user. They are not necessarily
the decider.

There’s a whole bunch of different kinds
of roles that different people play. The

knee-jerk notion of a customer as the person
who buys and uses the product is really not
as sophisticated as we need. But in higher
education, as you suggest, there’s certainly a
lot more complexity and sophistication. We
have to think about it. We just haven’t ever
thought about it. We have to think harder
about it.

MR. DAVIS: Well, I think it’s very simple.
As I explained to my staff, that student out
there is an alumni, a taxpayer — so you're
not looking just at a student, you're looking
at all of those things as they pass through
and come back around to where you have to
deal with them.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: One thing that
concerns me about what you said is that
they may be distant customers. If they're
distant and I'm not talking to them, that
would concern me, because I can’t geta
sense of what their requirements are.

Also, I think you would have groups of
customers that you probably provide for
and you could have light groups where their
requirements are similar. I was asked to
review a quality effort of an educational
institution a year or so ago; they listed their
customers, and the one thing that was
missing on their customer list was
“student.” They had parents, community,
state regulatory control groups, business
leaders, those kind of things listed. They
didn’t have students on the list. But if they
didn’t have students, their doors would be
shut.

It's an interesting discussion to get into
— “What is a customer?” and “Who are
customers?” But those are the things that
should drive your performance measures, if
you can define them.

MR. ERICKSON: Ed Erickson, Black Hills
State.

I understood the question back here just
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a little differently, though. I understood her
to say, that you certainly develop and work
hard to get a quality product so the
customer is satisfied, but then how do you
drive the rest of the institution so that the
allocations come to the library and so on?
Having worked hard to achieve that kind of
result, what do you do to get that back to
the library? That’s how I was hearing it.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Well, again, if it
isn’t coming back to one, if they’re not being
integrated somehow, then you've got the
functional boxes between the operations
again. They see themselves independent of

each other, not interdependent on each
other.

AUDIENCE: ButI guess the question is,
it's a model — and I realize we're into it
more and there are more government
agencies and areas where this pattern may
exist. But somehow the model, whatever
it’s related to, is a successful one, it’s
typically in a profit-making environment
where, somehow, the currency of exchange
is clearer; there’s money involved, the
customer has a clearer way of either
influencing, or directly being able to
influence, the allocation coming back to the
provider of the service.

I think in our scenario there’s something
that doesn’t quite seem to fit, and I'm
wondering if, maybe by example or other
experiences which have been successful,
there is another way of presenting them or
discussing this so we can see what that
relationship is. Or is it simply that we have
more layers of customers to deal with?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think hospitals
are getting closer into some of that.
Veterans Administration hospitals are
trying to clean up their act, and they’re
implementing massive quality stuff trying to
improve patient care, obviously, and

reducing costs and working within. So I
think there would be some good examples
that we could draw on.

AUDIENCE: But still the better the
medical care, at least in our current health
structure, the more money comes back to the
hospital. If you're providing better library
service, you will get more customers. You
may not necessarily get more resources.

MR. SEYMOUR: What you're asking, and
I'had this discussion yesterday is, “What's
the incentive?” In other words, if I go
through the process and I save $50,000,
they take it away from me. What's the
incentive for me to get more efficient?
What's the incentive for me to be more
effective? It's a very good question.

Let me just tell you a little story, and I
think this is the way it works. This is not
necessarily a quality story. About &ve or
six years ago when I was Assistant to the
President of the University of Rhode Island,
I remember a chemistry professor who came
in to see the Vice President, and wanted
$15,000 or $20,000 to help him put together
an online, interactive chemistry tutoring
program. Of course $15,000 was a
tremendous amount of money in terms of
discretionary funds, and there was a great
deal of wrangling and bitterness back and
forth over this. Finally, the chemistry
department got the money.

A year later, that program was written
up in The New York Times, because he had
put in place, right off the bat, a set of
performance indicators that showed how
much they were learning under the old
system, what the added value in terms of
the cost involved, that it took to put this in
place. The Board of Governors came down
to see this and he walked them through it.
The next time he walked into the
Vice-President’s office and wanted money,
they just gave it to him — they just threw it
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at him.

So there’s a certain amount of the fact
that we just don’t do a very good job of
articulating how what we do is successful
— you know, how do we define success?
You have to answer that question yourself.
How do we define success and how do we
communicate success? If we get better at
that, I believe the money will come our way.

MS. JUROW: I want to move to the
question over here.

MS. GORDON: Heather Gordon, Duke
University.

One of the questions that management
often gets from the team members when
they introduce self-managing teams is,
“Okay, if we're going to be making
decisions, why do we need senior
management? What are you guys going to
be doing now?”

I was reading Peter Sange’s book, The
Fifth Discipline. He makes a case that there
is a place for senior management, but their
role is to develop learning processes, to get
shared vision and shared decision-making
among the staff, and that their job is to
view the library holistically, to see itas a
system, where teams often can’t, because
they’re so involved with their team work
processes.

I was wondering if you have seen any
examples in industry where this, in fact, has
happened, where a company has flattened
their structure, gone to self-management
teams, and still retained, let’s say, people at
the vice-presidential level: What do these
people do now?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: A couple quick
examples, both from my experience at
Motorola, then Id like to go back to non-
profit training issues. In the cellular phone
business, in a plant in Arlington Heights
and in a few other locations around

Chicago, where plant managers continue to
deal with breaking down barriers of other
functional departments that support
manufacturing, there are teams that were
trained in quality and SPC document or
data collecting, et cetera, who can actually
stop the production line when it starts
producing garbage. This way they can make
sure that the product getting shipped
doesn’t even need to be inspected; quality
measures are built into the way they
manufacture it. If you walk into the facility,
you will see the teams huddling, having a
five-minute meeting, checking data,
adjusting the machines, going back and
doing something else.

The Ritz-Carlton, that won the Malcom
Baldridge award, could be another example.
Thz Ritz-Carlton has cross-trained
everybody on functions, so that the
doorren could actually walk up and
register somebody at the desk and bring
them to their room or do other things.
Cross-training allows them to deal with
giving people time off, somebe~y is there to
cover it. It gives greater flexibility, a feeling
of pride that each employee can do more
things, guaranteeing a job and a future,
perhaps.

One department that I was working
with was handling education and training
logistics. We had four managers, and they
were all hiring their own clerks and
secretaries and logistics people, and they
were offering training programs in the
Chambourg area. It could be Class A, and
each of them would have a need for Class A
during the week, but because they weren't
talking to each other, they would wind up
short. So they’d wind up canceling the
courses that they had going on in the same
week, because they didn’t talk to each
other.

Put the team together; streamline a
process; tell the managers their job is not to
manage the logistics anymore, their job is to
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go out and deal with the customers on what
they need for training and education; and to
deal with the strategic end of it, set up a
logistics team to manage the logistics. Put
four people on the team. Put themina
U-shape where they could hear each other
and give them the challenge that if they
could handle the effort and cross-train each
other, they could have time off as long as
they covered for each other and didn't tell
me.

The team became very effective. It was
a nice perk; they enjoyed working with each
other. They went from trying to run ten
programs a month to 68 in three months.
And we put a 6-sigma performance on it,
and we started measuring the impact to the
bottom line. They developed strategies,
identified the customers, developed a
strategy to provide training to improve a
behavior, and then measured the behavior
change and now management is saying that
for every dollar invested in that effort, they
get $32 back.

But you have to discipline yourself to
get to that point. It was a painful one. You
mentioned the story about being in Hell.
I've been there a couple of times. Some of
this quality effort is just like being in Hell;
you get beaten up. I think the other
important thing to realize is you're going to
make mistakes and it’s all right, because
you're not trying to take the perfect system.
You're trying to retrofit something that may
not make sense all the time.

MS. JUROW: You've been waiting a long
time.

MS. THOMASON: Jean Thomason,
Samford University.

When we talk about flattening the
organization, it seems to me at the same
time we are worrying about protecting
vice-presidents and department heads ard
the two are inconsistent. I think if you are

going to really flatten an organization, if you
don’t need the department head, you let the
position go. If you don’t need the
vice-president, you let that position go.

We flattened our organization almost
three years ago; we no longer have
department heads. Now we're a very small
group and we simply didn’t need them. A
good leader who becomes a facilitator is
needed and needed badly. But I don't think

. you can really talk about reengineering an

organization if you're holding onto the
positions.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Well, a lot of
organizations didn’t have the staff for the
flatter organization. A lot of companies
had 18 layers in 1982, from top to bottom;
and you'll see that existing in some
government agencies that are now trying to
figure this out. But, when they had to go
down to five or six layers, they didn’t have
the leadership to run holistically, because
they were trained very functionally, and
that was a problem.

MS. JUROW: Yes.

MR. MERIKANGAS: Bob Merikangas,
University of Maryland at College Park.

I want to bring in another aspect of it;
we're talking about all of these structures
and ways of operating and so forth. One of
the realities that we deal with is that much
of our basic day-in, day-out work is done
by student assistants working a few hours a
week on a very irregular basis.

What has been people’s experience, in
industry or anywhere, incorporating that
factor in a situation?

MR. MARCUM: Well, what you want to
do is reduce variance, if you have students
in there. So what you want is a foolproof
training system, period. That’s it. You
want it so simple, so straightforward, that
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if you put anybody in that system, they can
do the job properly.

And of course they can’t do that. Itis
again coming back to what we talked about,
it is management’s responsibility to identify
that as a critical process, something we
need to pay attention to, something we need
to monitor. How good is that training
program? We don’t put it in place and
walk away from it. We put it in place and
someone owns it, and we have performance
measures SO we can continuously improve
the training of those people.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think a similar
example would be temporary workers. A
lot of private industry uses temporary
workers, and when they got into this
team-related functioning they had difficulty
making that transition so that the
temporary worker felt part of the team. In
many cases, they had to establish tighter
requirements with the agency that provided
the temporary worker, for screening and
preparing and training them for that work
environment. I would probably consider —
and it just supports the issue of training —
doing that same thing with interns or
ternporary students.

MS. JUROW: Chuck.

MR. HAMAKER: Just back to the
resources querdon again. Higher education
generally is not in a system, right now,
where you're going to get human resources.
Most of us, what we're dealing with is
resource reallocation or a declining resource
base. And why I'm here listening to you is
that I need to figure out how to survive with
a declining resource base. I’'m not even
asking the question “If I do it better wili I get
more money?” That’s the wrong question.
It's "How do I do it better with less
money?”

MR. GRUNDSTROM: How do you
survive.

MR. HAMAKER: How do I survive?
That’s correct.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Another question
might be, do you need to?

MR. HAMAKER: I may not need to.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: [I'm not being
personal, but do you provide a product and
service that is contributing value to
whomever?

MR. HAMAKER: No, actually my job at

my library is to make myself redundant.
That'’s the truth.

MR. SECOR: John Secor from Yankee
Book.

I just wanted to go back to Tom's
question, and also I think to John's, and say
I'm glad that someone firially mentioned the
word “training” because I sense that we live
in a period where, present company
excluded, consultants are telling us what we
shculd do and what we have to do, and
the 7 don’t tell us how to do it.

There are a lot of requisite
underpinnings that are necessary to bring in
a TQM program, and you really don’t hear
it. So he did mention training; that certainly
is one of them.

Going back quickly to Tom's question,
“Is TQM a fad?” and I would throw it out
on the table that TQOM, as commonly
practiced is window dressing, and therefore
fails and is a fad. It’s creating problems for
those programs that do have the requisite
underpinnings and are on a path to success,
in the sense that they’re being tainted.

In terms of the teaming, I have a similar
view on self-directed teaming. Again, all
too often, we rush into it without all the
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requisite underpinnings because a

- consultant, or Fortune or the Harvard

Business Review or what not, says that we
have to get into self-directed teaming.

I’'m not going to say I'm a fan of
bureaucratic organizations, but they do
have a purpose, and I think if you're going
to dismantle them, you don’t blow them up.
Again we don't hear that it takes a lot of
time. We hear that overnight we're
supposed to tear down the bureaucratic
organization.

So from a teaming standpoint, I think
you're into a slow process of bringing the
teams together and going back. The training
issue — there is tremendous training that
has to take place. One of the gentleman,
when the question was asked about TQM
as a fad, brought up a number of Fortune
500 companies and the auto industry as
examples. I have 175 employees. I would
say that there are tens of thousands of
companies in that range that are not
implementing teaming properly or TOM.
And yet as examples we get Fortune 500
companies, which have the resources to
bring to the training, have the human
resources department to bring into the issue,
and I never hear discussion about that.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Bringing those
groups in?

MR. SECOR: Requisite underpinnings
necessary.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Yes. They're very
critical. I've asked if I might use the flip
chart. I'll not make this long if I can help it.
I get real excited about flip charts.

There are probably tons of good
examples of little companies that are doing
well; and there is a classic one for me. Iwas
up in Borger, Texas, with a little company
that makes black carbon for tire industries
and others. They had 144 employees in

1985 and were losing market share quickly.
The plant manager and the other executive
team — there were six of them — made all
the decisions about the company. When
they started realizing they were going to die,
they started backing off from making the
decisions and went to the employees and
said, “We think we need to change the way
this operation works. We don’t know what
the heck to do with it. We really need your
help.”

By 1992 they had regained not only the
market share they had lost, but it went up
about 300 percent; and they had 88
employees and never laid anybody off; they
just let them fall off, turn over on their own.
But his comment to me was, “We didn’t
know what Deming believed, we didn’t
really know how to read and write up here,
we just did our thing, but we figured we had
to start doing things right.”

He said, "I made all 88 employees
decision-makers and told them, ‘Here's
$1,000. If you need $1,000 or any part of
this $1,000 to fix the things on your job, go
do it and don't ask me.”” And he said they
never spent a thousand bucks. But instead
what started to happen was that the
employees are owning the improvements
and he said, “We're doing pretty well, and
we're going to survive, we're going to make
it.”

But back to the issue of training. There’s
an organization change model you're going
to get tomorrow with me, and I'll go through
it quicker tomorrow.

Organizational change requires four to
five different things. It requires asking,
“What are the critical success factors or
issues with my business, or my
organization, that I have to fix?” Once ]
define those things, then Ilook at a couple
of other things. Ilook at what's the culture
and the environment in which we live and
breathe. Culture, environment, the libraries,
the hospitals, the non-profit, the profit — I
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don’t care what they are; they all have a
culture and an environment functioning.

It could also have something to do with
location of facilities: centralized,
decentralized. It could have something to
do with the type of employees: senior
citizens or young kids coming out of school.
That'’s all culture, how we behave and
interact. That’s critical because I can’t take
what the japanese did and lay it on my
company in Peoria, Illinois; it won’t work.
Different culture. That’s why quality circles
failed.

Then I'm going to look at the structure,
and the process by which we're going to
manage change; how we can organize our
teams, how we're going to communicate,
how we're going to make decisions. An
example of where it broke down with a
group is that supplier to NASA, where there
was no structure to manage the input for
improvement. There was nothing there to
make it happen.

The final thing in these three is, “What
are the behaviors/skills needed in the
organization to survive?” When we need to
do something and how we behave in order
to deal with this critical factor up here.
This is where a lot of companies go wrong
on training. As they start training, before
they understand any of this stuff, they
waste the training. It goes right down the
tubes. IBM spent three percent of gross
sales since the time they started, probably,
and they had a heart attack two years ago.
They weren’t ready — the business had
changed, and the training hadn’t supported
that change, because it hadn’t connected the
training and the behaviors to the issues of
business.

Then when you get down to the bottom
you're going to make some continuous
improvement on the process, and this
should equal that, but when you get all
through with it, guess what? You start over
again because you've got somebody else

that just moved in with new technology. So
I think you’re right; you have to deal with
the training issue. It's a big issue, but it
needs to be the right issue.

MR. SEYMOUR: And if you don't, this is
what happens. 1 was at a hospital not too
long ago — here’s a good story for you —
that spent $30,000 on the Juran Institute,
which they were involved in. This is what
hospitals are doing now, so they all trekked
off to the Juran Institute and spent their
money.

They came back, they set up the
requisite quality council, and proceeded
along their way. They spent six months
looking for a quality director, sort of
thinking about whether they’re going to do
some projects. But in the meantime, several
weeks ago, a seven-page policy came out, a
seven-page policy that told you how you
could get terminated from this hospital.

I wish I'd brought this, because you
would have been surprised. It was from the
Vice-President of Human Resources and it
was a point system. It was policy number
4812-2, and it had seven or eight different
parts: major parts, subparts, part 2, part
2-1, all the definitions. It was a point
system. I think it was nine points and you
got terminated. If you showed up five
minutes late you got a half a point; if you
did this you got another point and
whatever. They spent three pages showing
you all different combinations and scenarios
as to how you could get terminated. These
scenarios included dates. The first time you
just got sent to “bad person school” or
something. The second time, perhaps, vou
got a written reprimand. And then thirdly,
you were suspended. And then finally —
as all the examples ended — termination.

So a friend of mine, who was the
Director of Pathology, was off, came back
after a couple of days, and his entire staff,
the secretaries and many of the other people
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were going bonkers. They were going nuts.
They, literally, had people there that were in
a great deal of distress; and in fact, the very
next day the physical plant people decided,
as part of the capital work, to repave a
parking lot. You know where this is going
already. It was the major parking lot where
many of the people parked every day. They
put up their little yellow signs and said
“Park over here” or whatever. Well, you
had secretaries jumping and tearing off
heels and going over water sprinklers to try
to get to work and there were people that
accumulated enough points in one day to be
terminated.

So my friend goes to the Vice-President
of Human Resources and says, “You know,
this is a real problem.” The Vice-President
says, “Well, this is a lax place, and
everybody knew it was lax and it was time
to tighten the screws.” My friend said he
understood and then went to speak to the
CEO. He goes through this entire scenario
talking about the chaos that this policy has
created in his unit, and the CEO says to my
friend, “I don't get this. You’re on the
quality council. That meets on Tuesday.
This came out of the executive gioup. It
meets on Monday.”

They never made the connection. The
knowledge development has to come first.
You really have to understand why you're
doing this, why it’s important, before you
do the training, because otherwise it’s like
uncooked spaghetti being thrown against
the wall; it will not stick. And you need
this to stick, because if it doesn’t stick you
get this sort of problem. So, at this
particular otganization, they asked me
about various things and I said, “Save the
money for the next two years, because you
have killed it.” That simple act.

That is because part of all that was put
up here is based upon trust, and it’s
something that really isn’t talked about that
much. If you don’t have that trust, it won't

work and they killed it, right off the bat.
All of their training, their $30,000, their
national search for a quality director, is
worth zero. No one believes them because
nothing is really changed.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Another thing,
about the culture of an organization: I sense
with this group that there is a great sense of
pressure and urgency to change things, yet
at the same time, we're feeling that we're in
a structure that’s going to be awkward to
change. We're not focused, we're not sure
what we're doing. Put that in a scenario or
say that that organization is a teapot or
something, and you're really just turning up
the heat on it, and it’s starting to boil. I'm
not sure if this is true.

I know that the U.S. Post Office has a
lot of competitors out there. There’s no
guarantee that it needs to survive. A lot of
the services you can buy private may fulfill
our needs. But if I was the Director of the
Post Office and I said, “We're going to go
talk to customers and start doing two day
priority mail for $2.90, we’re going to
compete.” This is because we decided this
is what our customers want, because of
some focus group analysis. Therefore we
will do this, but we don't clean up the
structure. That isn’t adding value; we just
put more demands on the organization.

This happened to me in other
companies. The pressure builds up on
employees to the point where it seems
extremely impossible to fix, because there’s
no simplification of processes or, even,
identifying the processes you need to fix.
They just started adding more on top of it.

It happened to us in Motorola. We put
6-sigma demands on our engineering labs.
The traditional engineering manager said to
his or her young people, “Gc forward and
do this, we're going to get the 6-sigma on
this stuff.” They knew the designs were so
complex that there was no way in heck you
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could get the 6-sigma without simplifying
the designs, but weren't told they could do
that.

Guess where it surfaced. Guess where it
showed that we had a problem. In
employee assistance. Going for counseling
and therapy and stress-related problems.
We had put the pressure on to that point,
but we hadn’t simplified the process.

You have to hit it from all angles. It’s
very holistic, and you shouldn’t take it toc
seriously, take it kind of like life. You're not
going to get out of it alive anyway. Roll
with the flow, be patient, love each other,
make mistakes.

MS. JUROW: Why don’t we take one more
then start to wind this down.

MS. MARSH: I have more of a response.
I'm Sue Marsh from Harvard Business
School.

In one of the public service areas last
year, we introduced and started looking at
quality and continuous improvement. In the
cross-training that we were doing in that
particular department, we were including
student assistants. We were treating them
both as employees that we valued that we
would get feedback from, but we also were
treating them as customers. So we were
having them give us what was right and
what was wrong with what we were doing,
toth with the training and with customers.

A couple of weeks ago one of our
student assistants who is an undergraduate
greeted someone who came into the room.
The person was from another university,
they were just there for two days and they
had never been there before. The student,
not knowing I was listening, said, “Oh,
you've never been here before. Let me tell
you what we have in the room and what
services we have to offer; or, if that’s not
what you want, is there something in
particular you're looking for that I can help

you with?”

This is someone that’s a student, we
pay him $6 an hour and he’s there’s five
hours a week. It was just amazing that the
training had reached that level, that he was
comfortable and was perfectly able to
handle this person and give them what they
wanted. So it works. It works for part-
timers and students. Quite rewarding.

MR. McGRATH: I'll make this quick. I'd
like to tell this story, though, if I may. I
think you’ll be interested in this.

When I got interested in “quality,” I
went to the library and I looked up quality
in the card catalog (before we threw out all
the card catalogs).

I looked up Juran’s Quality Control
Handbook. Wow, the library had it, a 1970
edition. So Iwent down and took it out. It
hadn’t been taken out for years. I had it for
three weeks and I got an overdue notice.

Now you know how big that book is.
Have you ever seen it? It's about that thick
and it weighs about three pounds. I kept it
a little bit longer than I should have, so
when I finally brought it back to the library,
my borrowing privileges had been
suspended. Isaid, “All right, I'll pay the
fine.” ButI had to go out and buy the book
because the library said it already had the
copy. I had to go out and buy a 1992
edition for $75, out of my own pocket.
That’s why the faculty doesn’t use tte
library as much as you think they should.
They find all kinds of other ways to get
these books. And they told me, “Well,
that’s the rules.”

So my question is: How do you make
quality the agenda, instead of an item on
the agenda?

MR. SEYMOUR: By removing the other
ones.

MR. McGRATH: By removing all the
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others?

MR. SEYMOUR: Sure. IfIestablish clear
definitions of what I do in my life and who I
serve, the measures of my performance are
quality measures. I don’t have organization
measures and then the quality plan. When
there are two sets of measures or plans, you
usually throw one away when things get
bad. I know businesses that had a quality
plan and a business plan. When the
business went south, the quality plaz. went
with it. And they said stupid things like,
“Let’s get out of this quality stuff and get
back to business.”

So I'm being short when I say make
quality your number one priority; but I think
that to an extent, it is a way of life, it's a
way of thinking.

Let me ask you all a question. How
many of you are customers? You can
participate in this, okay? Go back five
years and get a mental picture of yourself as
a customer, and come up until today. I'm
asking you one question. Are you a
different customer today?

AUDIENCE: Yes.

MR. SEYMOUR: Describe how you're
different.

AUDIENCE: Expectation.

MR. SEYMOUR: Expectations?
AUDIENCE: Quality.

MR. SEYMOUR: Quality.
AUDIENCE: I give a lot more feedback.

MR. SEYMOUR: Okay, you fill out those
forms.

AUDIENCE: Itell them to their face. I go

find their manager.

MR. SEYMOUR: All right. But when you

said quality, what do you look for in
quality? Speed?

AUDIENCE: Accuracy.

MR. SEYMOUR: Accuracy.
AUDIENCE: Knowledge.

AUDIENCE: Exceeding my expectations.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Yes, I want to be
delighted, right?

AUDIENCE: For instance, this hotel —
maybe this is common, but I don't stay at
big, fancy hotels that often — gives me a
card to put on my door if I want a
complimentary Washington Post in the
morning. I never wouid have expected that,
but my impressicn of this hotel went up
about 200 percent just because of that little
detail that they offered.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: Now, if we went
around the room, we could identify criteria
for your definition of quality. It would have
something to do with cost, time, and then
quality around how I get my services or
product. Then we would say something to
the effect of, “Do you have and maintain
loyalty to an organization that does not
meet those expectations? Or do you switch
to someone who does?”

You switch. Most of us will switch.
We're a lot more educated as consumers, we
change directions quickly based on our own
definition of quality, and it’s something you
and I personally understand; we oftentimes
have difficulty transferring that into our
work, but it’s the same principle. You
expect different things today than you used
to. Automobiles are now driven 100,000
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miles; American cars get 100,000 miles. I
didn’t know that until I had to drive one
that long. But this is a real shift in thinking.

MS. JUROW: Dan, do you want to —

MR. SEYMOUR: Well, the question which
you have to keep coming back to, which we
always keep losing track of is: What is the
aim? You just keep asking that question:
What is the aim?

Earlier today I went off on some tirade
about jails and stuff, but that’s a good
example. Ask yourself, how do you define
a civilized society? I mean, where we really
want to live. In that kind of society, how
many jails would you have?

AUDIENCE: None.

MR. SEYMOUR: Okay, if that’s the aim,
then explain to me how you get to no jails
by building a whole bunch more? We've
lost the aim.

The story which has been told over and
over again, | hesitate to even repeat it, but
it's the Robert Galvin story. At some point,
after a whole bunch of other kinds of things,
he came to the point that in their four-hour
Monday morning meeting, the financial
types and all of his major people, he got to
the point that he took the quality stuff and
put it right at the beginning of the agenda,
before all the number crunching stuff which
he typically would have paid attention to.
After the quality stuff was over Robert
Galvin got up and walked out the door and
left the other people to crunch the numbers.

What is he saying?

AUDIENCE: “I trust you.”

MR. SEYMOUR: “Itrust you” and he’s
saying the most important thing in this.
What is the aim? He was telling everybody
in the room that quality is the number one

issue, and that’s where he had to be.
So what Bill was telling you is this:

They all fit together. It's a lifestyle

consideration; it really is.

MR. McGRATH: So that’s what we have
to do here; we have to understand. We
have to reexamine our fundamental

premises? We have to know what business
we're in?

MR. SEYMOUR: Sure.

MR. McGRATH: Maybe we're all in the
wrong business.

MR. SEYMOUR: Look at the Baldridge,
look at the values that underlie the
Baldridge. Take a look at and study those.

MR. GRUNDSTROM: I think you're in one
of the most exciting businesses there is right
now, and I don’t know how we can fix it,
but I think you need to try. Isaid this
earlier to somebody: What we're seeing is,
we went through the agricultural revolution
and it took, 826 years and two weeks or
something. Industrial revolution, 200 and
something. Which one do you think we're in
now? Information. They think it might last
50 years.

What's your business? Your business is
information. What's happening out there?
We're talking about superhighways and
road kills. Or I got zapped in somebody’s
email.

But this is a very important time.
Tomorrow I'm going to hit on some — this
isn’t a comumercial for tomorrow —
benchmarkirg, performance measures, that
kind of things, and if there was a way we
could tap this resource, I could send
companies towards you who would pay for
your service, because they’re trying to find it
on their own, and you're trained in doing
research. There might be a new market for
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you, beyond the blinders.

MS. NITECKI: I think that question about
the library book really captures a lot,
because the system is automated. So there’s
no way to know from the library point of
view who has the book; that’s not the issue.
The issue is, the system’s automated, it
clicks up when the book is overdue, the
notice goes out, there’s no way to catch that
notice and say, “Gee, this particular book to
this particular person need not come in.”

So given that the system works that way,
what is the correct response to someone,
then, who says, “Hey, my book!” and how
do you solve his concern which is, "I feel
like the library ignored me”?

AUDIENCE: I'd like to respond to that.
When you read, or you look at all the
agreed-upon definitions, not the definition
of quality, you have to define your problem;
you have to use your supplier inputs and
your customers. One of the customer inputs
that you would have to define within your
own system when you're building is that the
book may — I'm not saying this is what
traditional libraries do — not have to come
back before someone else requests the book.
Maybe that can get built into the system.

I have the same problem, and I had one
of the faculty say it’s cheaper to buy a book
for every student who wants it than to put
the book on the library shelves. And that
this could be really a more economical thing.
But the usual requirement here — the book
is big, 500-600 pages — is that it can’t be
read in a week or two weeks. Maybe you
need to wane six weeks, maybe you need to
make it eight weeks. You have to revise that
kind of policy and build it into the system.

MS. NITECKI: But you get back to your
customer, then. We have a year long
checkup with faculty, and our biggest
complaint is students saying, “Why did the

faculty have these books for a year?” So
you've got faculty saying, “We must have
them for a year because of our needs, we
work with graduate students.”

So we have two customers competing,
with what appear to be competing needs.
What would our response be?

MR. GRUNDSTROM: First thing I'd say,
you have two classes of customers, and it's
only going to irritate me when I'm not the
first class. If I signed up for the service
without understanding that differentiation,
then you've pulled the hood over my eyes.
But if I'm understanding my
requirements in the difference in class, that
helps, maybe. The other thing is, maybe
your product, which is availability of books,
isn't meeting the customer expectations in

some other shape or form — not enough
books.

MS. NITECKI: But we can’t throw money
at it — that’s out. We can’t buy more books
because we’ve already said our resources
are down.

AUDIENCE: You buy some books that no
one checks out at all.

AUDIENCE: You may have books that

nobody uses. Maybe buying selection ought
to be different.

MR. SEYMOUR: But this is a design issue,
okay? And in a design issue, part of that is
benchmarking. I'll bet there are people right
in here that know the answer to the question
and have built a system which is
appropriate. It may not be the one for you,
but I would bet that if you define the
process and define the problem and
understand the parameters and then look
for best practices, there’s no sense in you,
sitting there, by yourself, on your own,
trying to invent this system which is going to
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be. Ithink there’s probably a lot of people
here that have done it.

MS. NITECKI: We've gone out on
listserves and asked this question over and
over again. I have yet to hear a library come
up with a very good solution for balancing
faculty-student needs when it comes to the
collection and the time; you know, the time
they both get these items.

MR. HAMAKER: You may not like the
answer, but we have a recall system.

MS. NITECKI: Oh, we do too.

MR. HAMAKER: And the faculty can
keep it past — we give them a little grace
period; and we can buy another copy.

MS. NITECKI: We have that, but I guess
that puts the burden on the student to recall
the item.

MR. HAMAKER: Well, I mean, faculty can
recall from a student.

MS. NITECKI: Yes.

MR. HAMAKER: We have about a two
week turnaround time.

MS. NITECKI: What they're saying i , .
when they go to the shelf, they can’t even
browse half the time because they don't
know what they want; they just know they
want something on total quality, and half
the books are gone.

MS. JUROW: [ saw one more hand back in
the corner over there. Let’s finish off with
that question.

MS. BELLANTI: Claire Bellanti, UCLA.
I don’t know if I can finish it off, but I
just wanted to say what I think. Ijust want

to say that I see this as a slightly different
problem. We do have two competing needs
here, but also, I think somebody mentioned
earlier a competing mission. I think there
are really two competing missions, even
more than just customer needs.

We have the mission to make the
information available to everybody, and we
have the mission to protect and preserve
and maintain that information. And I think
that’s where our problem is. I think we have
to find — I hope that we can find — ways
to meet both of those missions with
information availability in other forms. I
think it’s largely getting the information that
people really need to them that will make a
big difference.

Just to answer your other question,
“What do other people do?” We went to
the faculty senate and said, “We would you
like to let you have books for six months;
they’re recallable; and in six months you
need to renew them if you want to keep
them any longer.” We do have faculty that
have completely agreed with that, but we
also still have faculty who have trouble with
the rule.

I think that it’s a matter of working with
each and every individual person when it
happens with them, and iu talking to them
and finding out what their particular needs
are and working it through with the
individual. I have no other way around it,
but that works pretty well for us.

MS. JUROW: Jim, if you wanted to —

MR. MARCUM: A word about books; I
want to commend some people that did
bibliographies for their reports that you'll
find in vour workbook. If you haven't gone
through it carefully, there are several that —
or there are a few, at least — you would
want to know about.

The team from Penn State doing a
presentation on organizational structures
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has a good bibliography on self-managed
teams. Tushi from Mankato State, a good
bibliography on benchmarking, and Ataclair
Evans from Wayne State, a very nice
bibliography on quality in higher education
back. Iwas a little surprised we didn't
have more of those.

MS. JUROW: Before we close for the
evening — tomorrow at lunch we would like
to have talk tables, tables of eight that will
allow people to talk about specific topics.

If you could sit down and talk with some
folks.

Are there issues around circulation?
Are there some topics that you would you
like to just be ablr to sit down with some of
your colleagues and talk through? Anybody
got some stuff they’d like to deal with that
way?
AUDIENCE: Performance.

MS. JUROW: Performance appraisal.
What else?

AUDIENCE: Trair;ing.

PANEL: Facilitation.

MS. JUROW: Facilitation, training.
AUDIENCE: Flat organizaﬁon.

MR. HAMAKER: How do you get less
quality? Sometimes you're getting too much
quality; how do you get less quality?

MS. JUROW: Okay, less quality.

MR. McGRATH: I can talk about SPC.

MS. JUROW: SPC. Anything else?

MS. NITECKI: Back to something that
somebody mentioned, what about the

experience? People who say they don’t
want to be a part of that, I realize
ultimately that —

MS. JUROW: Dealing with resistance?

MS. NITECKI: — dealing with resistance,
yes.

MS. JUROW: Anything else?
AUDIENCE: Customer feedback.

MS. JUROW: Customer feedback.

If you catch us first thing in the morning,
we can probably add one or two. Or just
catch us tonight.

All right. Well, I want to thank our
speakers up here for taking the time, and for
you for joining us and giving us your
thoughts, ideas and questions through this
evening’s session.
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PLENARY SESSION 1: SERVICE QUALITY

INTRODUCTION

John Lubans
Deputy University Librarian
Duke University

IS THE CUSTOMER ALWAYS RIGHT?
OBTAINING THE VOICE OF THE CUSTOMER

Sue Rohan
Continuous Quality Improvement Consultant
University of Wisconsin System

MR. LUBANS: Good morning. We are
starting our morning session. It's my
pleasure to introduce Sue Rohan. She is the
consultant for CQI at the University of
Wisconsin System, which is 26-campuses
large and her responsibility there is to
continuously improve quality and the
satisfaction in the higher education setting.

Ms. Rohan has worked as a private
consultant with individuals in organizations
in the service sector and within state
government to improve quality. She was a
founder of the Madison Area Quality
Improvement Network and was its
President for three years.

I think it is noteworthy that as a member
of the Wisconsin State legisiature from 1985
to 1992, Ms. Rohan worked to promote
quality maragement practices in state
government. Prior to serving in the
legislature, she was a teacher oi learning
disabled students and an educational
diagnostician.

Sue holds a bachelor of science degree in
education and a master of science degree in
educational administration with an
emphasis in quality rnanagement.

Sue is going to talk to us about
customers. Now I got to hear Sue at a
conference on quality in higher education

about a year ago so I know that what she
says will be of substance.

MS. ROHAN: Good morning. How was
your stay at the hotel? Were you staying at
this hotel last night? How was your stay
here? So are you satisfied customers?
Some a little not so satisfied customers?
Okay, good. That will tell the hotel
industry exactly what you need then for the
future. The customer satisfaction is fine?
No?

Okay, that’s what we're going to talk
about a little this morning. If you are the
customers, how do we figure out what your
needs are and whether you're satisfied? By
what method do we measure that? Just
asking if it was okay doesn’t give you a
whole lot of information to try to improve
things in the future or to make adjustments
if all we know is: ”Yeah, it was okay.” So
there needs to be more information.

Sometimes our attitudes about
customers are a little bit questionable. If
you don't like it, well, that’s too bad; learn
to live with it. I think that was my
experience when I checked in yesterday.
They said the room is not ready, what do
you want; learn to live with it. Well, we try
to get beyond that.
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I would like to give you some
fundamentals just to get started on what
we're talking about just in terms of who the
customers are. If you look back to the
1840s and beyond — actually, I think up to
the present — the view of an organization
was basically this person at the too and
then the various departments below that.
Nowhere on this sort of organizational chart
does the customer appear. We aren’t real
clear on what the relationship is with a
customer.

We kind of built a new hierarchy with
people talking about quality where we look
at customers as part of that arrangement
now. You have your leadership group at the
bottom of the chart supporting those people
in the departments, the directors, the deans,
whatever, then moving into those who are
actually working right along with the
customers. So the customers do show up in
this regard. They are a part of the chart,
but it still isn’t necessarily clear what all the
lines of communication are or exactly how
they fit into this system.

Dr. Deming and others have talked
about looking at customers in the
organization in a different way. Dan
Seymour mentioned this yesterday when he
talked about the various processes in which
you’re involved and where the customers fit.

If you think of the things that you do,
checking out books, ordering books and so
forth, as a process, you have things that
come out of that. You have certain
products that are available, publications, et
cetera, services that are given to your
customers, either within the organization or
outside. How do you get those processes
up and running? You have certain resources
that come in and certain pecple who supply
those resources.

So this is just an expansion on what you
saw yesterday in those couple of building
blocks that Dan put together for you. In
this regard it’s clear where the customers

show up in the organization. They're the
ones that are using the services, and they
basically drive what we do, or should be
driving what we do.

In terms of a definition of a customer —
you’'ve heard us talking about that quite a
bit already in the last day — it’s anyone
inside or outside of the organizaticn who
uses the services or products of an
organization. Anyone who feels the impact
of those.

If we're looking at the external
customers, these tend to be the ones that are
the end users of our products in higher
education and in libraries. I think we're
talking primarily about students as the
external customers. They may be adding
value to the service or the product after they
receive it, and in some cases they may not
be the final end user. They may be taking
the service or the product and doing
something else with it, if they're part of a
link outside of the organization.

If we're Jooking at internal customers,
it’s a similar kind of thing but they’re in the
organization. Sometimes they are the end
users, even though they’re a part of either
the libraries or a part of the universities. It
could be the faculty utilizing your services
to do research to prepare for a course, and
they may be the end user or they may be
passing it onto the student. If they’re the
end user, that’s where it stops. If they're
passing it on, then they’re adding value
before going onto the next step. If they’re
not adding any value, than they’re probably
not the end user.

So we're looking at customers internally
and externally, and sometimes this gets a
little bit confusing because there is a linkage
here. If you take and shorten up that
process, you have suppliers that are giving
you things and you, as the employee within
the organization, are the customer at that
point. Then, you may be taking those
materials or services and passing them on to
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someone else. At that point, you're serving
as a supplier giving it to another customer.

An example of this might be in
interlibrary loans. In our system we have
regional libraries in the state that sometimes
supply materials to the university on an
interlibrary loan basis. That external library
is the supplier giving the materials to the
university library. At that point the
university employee is the customer, but
then they are going to pass it onto the
student, for example. At that point the
university is a supplier giving it to the
student.

A customer and supplier linkage is very
important. Where we have those
interphases is where we can usually
measure whether quality is occurring and
how we can improve that quality.
Customer and supplier are not stagnant in
terms of at any given point in time you're
always the customer or you're always the
supplier. It changes based on where you are
in the process.

The best way to identify who the
customers are is to look at the flow of work
and where it changes hands. For example,
let’s say that you're setting up a meeting.
This is just a simple flow chart. Do any of
you attend meetings? You have a
leadership group, maybe; sometimes it sets
the agenda. It may be just one person but
maybe there’s a group that submits agenda
items. In this situation I'm taking this from
a rezl-life example. The facilitator compiles
those items because they’re taking it from a
number of different leaders. Then that
solicitor or the facilitator solicits input on
the items from the rest of the staff, because
they want it to be involved in the decisions
that the leadership group was making.

They solicited inputs, the staff provided
the inputs, the leadership group compiled it,
and then they had a meeting. A leadership
group and the facilitator together made
some decisions, communicated, and

provided the information to the staff who
provided feedback, made some revisions on
the decision, and then distributed that. The
facilitator distributed that to the group.
That’s the flow of work.

At any given point you've got things
changing hand and every time things change
hand, you have a different customer and
supplier, and that is the customer-supplier
link. I den’t want to belabor that point but
the key here is that every time it changes
hands, that’s an opportunity for things to
go well or for things to be misunderstood.
Those are the opportunities for
improvement, since those are the places
where you could ask questions. So rather
than asking if we communicate well with
our staff, you might want to question if we
ask you for input on a timely basis. Do we
ask you for input in the format that is easy
for you to provide that input? Do we give
you enough information on the agenda so
you can provide input and ask questions
about the various steps, knowing at which
point each person changes hands and is a
customer? Is the input that is provided
useful?

Those are the kinds of questions you're
going to be asking because you know where
it changes hands and you know a little more
about the process. Rather than asking,
“Did you have a good time staying in your
hotel last night?” you might want to ask
about all the specific things that made up
that experience. So that’s how we can
identify who your customers are. By giving
that, how do we know what they want? I
think this is oftentimes the experience that
we have. I felt this way yesterday when I
was checking in. Maybe I wanted the wrong
thing. Ijust wanted to get into my room.

Let me give you a little story. This is
over in Japan where a lot of our quality
efforts have been captured, not that they
necessarily started there. There was a
camera company that was trying to figure
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out what the customers wanted, and they
asked the customers, “Do you like the .
cameras that we're making?” “Yes, we do,”
they answered. “What can we do to serve
you better?” They said, “Well, we would
like more attachments, more lenses, more
color filters, more of the micro and the
macro lenses, all sorts of attachments.” So
this particular camera company kept
producing these things: a different type of
flash attachment, different lenses, different
filters, the whole bit.

Then they asked the customers, “Are
you happy?” “Oh, yes, we're fine.
Everything is fine.” But sales weren't
necessarily improving. The reliability of
whether the customer was actually going to
go with that camera company or another is
uncertain.

They decided to dig a little deeper and
started looking at the pictures that the
customers were taking. How were they
using this equipment? What they found
was a majority of the pictures were not
good quality pictures. Many of them were
out of focus. Many of them had the tops
cut off because they were the wrong shutter
speed. We're thinking back now to the
35-millimeter single lens reflex camera where
you set everything: the f-stop, the film
speed, the flash. What kind of quality
pictures did you get if you didn’t do this for
a living? Not the greatest, and that’s what
they found in the film lens.

Now, the customers weren’t telling them
that. They had to really dig and find out
who is using their products. The customers
didn’t say, “We don't like the quality of our
pictures would you come up with a totally
different concept.” Therefore, there was a
manufacture that then developed through
innovation, or reengineering, or whatever
you would like to call it, the concept of the
automatic 35-millimeter camera that had
pop up flash that came on when you
needed it, that would set the film speed

automatically for you, that would focus for
you; ali you had to do was point and shoot.

Did asking the customers what they
want and what they like do it? No. It took
looking at other techniques to discover the
needs and how to best meet them. I think
that was mentioned yesterday in Dan’s first
question: Is the customer always right?
Someone said the customer sometimes can't
articulate their needs, and that’s exactly the
point here. We need to be able to figure out
what the customers want. Particularly in
the service sector, which is more of what we
provide in higher education are services in
general, there are a number of gaps in
service quality that would give us an
indication of where we could look for
improvement, because we can't just ask,
“Do you like it?”

So what are some of the gaps? Well, in
one sense, not knowing who our customers
are. I've seen this a number of times in
defining if the customer is the student. Are
they legisiators? Are they the higher
governing board as in Regents? I have a
group that I'm working with right now that
does policy analysis and research for the
system, for the University of Wisconsin
system, and some of them think that our
customers are the Regents; that producing
the reports for the Regents is the most
critical thing that we do in that office.
Another part of that staff believes that any
phone call from anyone is a customer. That
person never gets their reports done for the
Regents on time and the boss isn’t happy.
And guess why? They don’t agree who the
customers are.

None of them has the concept that the
ultimate customer is the student or perhaps
the employers. They're all focused on
getting reports done for Regents, but that'’s
about it. That drives the business that these
folks do in the central administration office.
There’s some questions about whether that’s
appropriate.
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The second gap that we tend to see is
not knowing what customers expect. I've
stayed at a lot of Marriotts recently and
they always have an ironing board and an
iron in the room and I'm raising my level of
expectation. Some people don’t use those
things so it really doesn’t matter, but you
need to know what they expect.

If the expectation is to graduate in four
years and get a job, is that something
different than what, perhaps, our faculty
are expecting the student to get, such as a
general broad educational background to
help them for the rest of their lives to be
good social contributors? Just what are the
expectations? There’s & lot of debate who
knows best what the expectation should be.

There was a survey done on one of our
campuses not too long ago about the
courses and the faculty. Rate the faculty.
They said, “Oh, yes, they were great.” Then
we asked, “Is there anything else you would
like to tell us?” They responded, “Yes, by
the way, there is. I didn’t need that course.
I couldn’t get into the course I wanted and
my expectation is to graduate in four years;
what are you going to do about it?” So we
weren't asking the right questions. We
didn’t know what they expected.

This relates to the next one: standards,
the wrong service quality standards. We
were looking to have excellence in teaching,
not necessarily timeliness in terms of getting
students through in four years or accuracy
in terms of what courses they could sign up
for. There are lots of different standards
that we look at and if we don’t know by
what standards and what the expectations
are, it’s difficult for us to improve and to
produce the quality that the customers
expect.

Promise versus delivered; a mismatch
between what we're delivering and what we
promised. Did we promise things in one
week and it comes in ten days or in two
weeks? If you had told them in the

beginning it wouldn’t be there until two
weeks and it came in ten days, they might
be happy. If you told them it was going to
be there in one week and it came in ten
days, they’re probably not going to be
happy. It’s the difference between what's
expected and what is actually delivered.

The last one is a key one and this is the
difference between customers’ expectations
and perceived service quality. What we
have found over the years of studying this
in the service sector is that this is the real
key gap in the quality and service industry,
or in the service sector:

What do people expect and what do they
perceive they have gotten? To start out
with, it’s how we determine if the customers
are satisfied. Look at Dr. Kano’s model of
customer satisfaction.

Traditionally we’ve looked at customer
satisfaction in sort of a one-dimensional -
way. Two measures here: Are you fulfilled
or not? Did you get what you wanted?
Then are you satisfied or not? Are you
fulfilled? Did you get what you wanted, or
what we thought you wanted, and are you
satisfied? '

In the past, we looked at this as one-
dimensional. If you didn’t get what you
wanted, you weren't satisfied down in the
left quadrant. If you did get what you
wanted, you are fulfilled, you are satisfied,
and this is one-dimensional; pretty much a
straight slope there.

An example is if you went to the library,
checked out a book, it was there, you got it,
you're happy. If it wasn't there, you're not
happy. If you wanted to get into a
particular course, you got into it this
semester, you're satisfied. If you didn't,
you're not. It’s a very old and simplistic
way of looking at customer satisfaction,
and that’s what a lot of our measurers have
been based on.

There are some other factors, though,
that we have to consider when we're trying
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to figure out whether customer service is
good quality or lacking. The concept here is
that if you're not fulfilled, you're not
satisfied. If you are fulfilled, you might still
not be particularly satisfied.

When I asked you if you were satisfied
with your stay last night, and if we even
probed that a little bit and asked what you
liked, it’s unlikely that you're going to tell
me the expected quality items: there’s a
bed, there’s a bathroom in the room, there’s
a telephone. In this country I think those are
things that we expect. We’re coming to
expect even more than that. As technology
changes, we're expecting a lot more in terms
of the services that are delivered at any
given place, any given facility.

Right now it would be unlikely that if
you asked someone if they were satisfied
and how to improve, they will list those
things that are expected. So sometimes
people design things and leave out the
expected items or change them in such a
way that you are no longer delivering service
because you didn’t realize that those things
were important.

Now this is attractive quality. This
tends to be what a lot of the marketing is
done around. It’s the concept that if you're
not fulfilled, you're stiil satisfied, but if you
are fulfilled, you're a little more satisfied.
An example of this might be when our local
libraries didn’t have CDs, the musical ones
or they didn’t have videotapes that you
could check out. All they really had were
books, newspapers, and magazines, but no
videotapes, no audio cassettes, no CDs.
Were people satisfied when they went to
the library? Yeah. They never thought that
they needed that. But when you went to the
library and found that CDs were available,
it was nice. It opened a whole new arena, a
whole new level of service. It was very
attractive. And this slope may, in fact,
even curve and it may create much more
satisfaction when you supply those kinds of

things.

Another concept here is what we refer to
as indifferent quality. This concept is if
you're fulfilled, you're happy; if you are not
fulfilled, you're still happy. That’s one
group of people. Let’s say the library gets a
new collection of Greek literature. A person
uses the library a lot, but they don’t use
Greek literature. They don’t really care
about it and they’re happy whether you
have it or not. It doesn’t matter. That's not
raising customer satisfaction. They’re really
indifferent as to what you're doing in terms
of improving satisfaction because they have
already got a mind-set that really overrides
the quality of service that you're providing.

The last one is a very interesting
concept. It's what we refer to as reverse
quality. This is what we see a lot of when
we have new technology. When you
provide this for people, they're not happy,
and when you don't provide it, they are
happy. An example, as you move from a
traditional card catalog into electronic. For
someone who isn’t familiar with utilizing the
technology, they were perfectly happy with
looking it up in the drawer on the card and
now you've given them a new obstacle as
opposed to a new opportunity. This was
true when they came up with electric
powered windows, voice mail, email for
some people.

What tends to happen when you come
up with new technologies is the
development of two groups: one which
considers those things reverse quality, and
another that considers those things
attractive. Eventually these new
technologies become expected. Over time
the reverse group learns to use these or
they’re no longer with us. Eventually it
becomes expected quality, so it’s kind of a
bell-shaped curve. There is one group that
is very excited about all the new things and
another group that just doesn’t want to
change, and in the middle are the rest.
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Eventually that bell-shaped curve moves
and you’ve got everyone considering more of
an expected kind of thing.

Is it because it's attractive? You know,
just what is it? It's just taking and
combining all those graphs.

When you ask your questions of
customers and try to figure out what they
need, you're going to need to dig to find out
what those expected things are; what are
the things that are going to change over
time?

Here is a good example of this. T had a
group and asked them to come up with an
example of each type, to demonstrate each
of these concepts. For the expected quality
they came up with & computer and said
they expect to go to work at the university
and have a computer. That’s expected
quality. When they said reverse quality,
well, that was a computer, too. When they
said attractive quality, that was a
computer, too. Everybody around the table
could use the computer as an example to
demonstrate each one of these, and I think
that’s because it changes over time and in
any given environment it’s different.

This is very important to understand
because when we start designing
improvements in our services, we start
combining these things. What we see a lot
of is people being proactive about how we
can improve customer service. Well, let’s
design some new features, whether it's
offering the new technologies or whatever.
But bringing in new features, new designs is
very proactive and we think it's going to
improve customer service, and it will in a
large segment of the population.

The other is the reactive, and that’s
trying to reduce complaints. One is we
collect the suggestion cards. The other is we
collect the complaint cards to try to reduce
the defects. You can do either one of those
but in either case you'll probably improve
things. Understanding both of them and

doing both of them and putting it together is
going to give you a much better level of
service and quality.

Doing one without the other can actually
be quite detrimental because you're going to
have people for which this attractive kind
of thing is going to be detrimental. Where
you're only focusing on reducing complaints,
will offer the things that are now becoming
attractive or expected qualities for people.
You’re going to be left behind and they're
not going to want to use your services. So
you need to be aware of both of them and
be working on both of them.

Let’s move on to expectations and
perceptions. What are the dimensions of
service quality? Expectations and
perceptions are really based on four key
things in terms of service. I guess I'm trying
to distinguish this from our traditional roots
of quality that came through manufacturing
where you could actually measure the
widgets and what the defects are. This is a
very different thing for service industries or
service organizations where it’s hard to
measure if we are a high quality performing
organization because there are different
expectations and perceptions.

So we need to look at personal needs,
past experiences, and word of mouth. Of
course, you know that word of mouth is
going to be more likely negative than it is
positive. If you are walking down the hall
and someone wants to tell you about their
experience at the hotel, it's more likely that
it's going to be a negative concept that they
convey to you than it is something positive.

There are a number of dimensions by
which we measure service quality that are
really quite different from those things, for
the most part, in a manufacturing setting.

The one that is quite similar is the
tangibles. In service, because you may not
have products that you're producing, it may
be a little bit different. We may be looking
at the appearance of the physical facilities,
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at the equipment that people are using. It
may be the personnel, how they treat you.
It may be the communications, the materials
used to communicate about your
organization.

Another dimension that people are going
to look at is reliability — your ability to
perform the service that you promised, how
dependable and accurate is it gives you
some concepts about reliability.

Responsiveness: Willingness to help
customers and provide prompt service. Do
you respond to them? Do you do it
promptly?

Competence: Possession of the required
skills and knowledge to perform this
service. Do they perceive that you're
competent? When a student comes in and
asks a question, are you going to be able to
get an answer to it? How frequently? How
do you know? Where is the check sheet
that measures that?

Courtesy: Politeness, respect,
consideration, friendliness, primarily with
the frontline people.

Credibility: Can we believe you? Can
we trust what you have to say? Are you
honest about it? Honesty is real key one
because if we come into your organization
and get one answer and then go someplace
else and find out that’s not true, your
credibility is going to be damaged for some
time.

Security: Free them from danger, risk,
doubt. I know when I was in the legislature
this was a key thing in terms of people
checking out videotapes and other
materials. Is there a record of who checks
out what? How secure is that information?
To whom are those lists provided, and is
that regulated in any way? In some states
it’s not regulated at all, and I know libraries
are selling mailing lists of their patrons,
ostensibly for fund-raising purposes for
local libraries. This is true.

This is a true story. They are selling a

list of their patrons for fund-raising
purposes. And what goes with the list?
How secure is the information that goes
with the list? How often do these people
use the library? Is that noted in the list of
the patrons? What are they checking out?
There are lots of concerns about that.

Security: Access, approachability and
ease of comfort. How acceptable is it? Can
you park when you want to get there?

Communication: Keeping customers
informed in a language that they can
understand and listening to them. This is
very important.

And the ]ast one, understanding the
customer. Making the effort to know your
customers’ needs.

I'just want to quote to you from one of
our campuses. They did a survey of
undergraduate students wanting to know a
little bit more about the students’
perception of student services. What they
found is the students weren't particularly
aware of the services that were available.
They didn’t know about advising. They
didn’t know about some of the financial aid
services. The list went on and on. They just
weren’t aware of it.

So what was the most important thing?
In regard to the respondent’s assessment of
the campus client, the majority of student
responses indicated they did not feel valued
by faculty or staff. They didn't feel valued.
Did we understand the customer? Did we
value them? That really drove their feeling
of whether they wanted to return to the
campus or not. Would they recommend the
college to their sisters or brothers or other
friends? Well, they didn'’t feel valued.

This is that fifth gap that we talked
about, the difference between customers’
expectations and perceived service quality.
This is really the customer view of it. Here
are those four concepts: Word of mouth,
personal needs, past experience, external
communications. All of that plays into
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what they expect in terms of the service.

These dimensions of quality that we just
went through, these are all of the things that
are going to be the basis of the perceptions.
The staff in between is what then tells
whether or not they perceived the service to
be high quality or low quality. It’s really
just taking the concepts we just talked
about and putting them together, and that’s
where you end up with this gap, the
dissatisfaction gap, between expected
service and perceived quality. That's the
real key here because of all those gaps that
we talked about, this is the one where you
can see the most improvement and where
there are the most problems.

So, how do we know? How are we
going to figure out what they think about
those dimensions? Well, if you ask if you
are a high quality library, what’s the
answer?

MR. LUBANS: Yes.

MS. ROHAN: Yes, okay. How do you
know?

MR. LUBANS: You do surveys
occasionally.

MS. ROHAN: You have ways of knowing
these things, right.

MR. LUBANS: Yes, we do have ways.

MS. ROHAN: He said they have surveys
occasionally. How do you know?

AUDIENCE: We get a lot of letters
thanking us for our excellent service.

MS. ROHAN: They get letters thanking
them for their excellent service. Are those
letters talking about expected quality or the
attractive quality?

AUDIENCE: Usually they get much better
service than they ever expected.

MS. ROHAN: Much better service than
they ever expected, okay. So, again, the gap
between what they expected and what they
perceived they got was a positive gap and
big enough that they took the time to write
the letter. How do you know if that’s
representative of the group that is
perceiving things in reverse quality?

So we're talking about we know that
satisfaction gap is a satisfaction gap in that
instance when you get a letter. Are those
letters representative of the full community
and users?

How many did we lose, perhaps,
because of a new technology or service?

AUDIENCE: Because you don’t know.

MS. ROHAN: You don’t know. How
about any of the rest of you? How do you
know that your high quality library is
providing services?

AUDIENCE: We have lots of books just in
case somebody might need them.

MS. ROHAN: We have lots of books just
in case somebody might need them. So
where would that fall? Let’s see. Access.
We're going to be responsive. You
understand the customer just in case they
might ask for it.

AUDIENCE: It’s also they’re credibility.

MS. ROHAN: Credibility, okay, and
personal needs, perhaps. Yes?

AUDIENCE: We've actually done some
studies to see if we have most of the people
checking out any book, and there’s an old
study called the Pittsburgh study which
said that you have a 50/50 chance of a
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book being used within the first five years of
its shelf life. What we found in our
collection is that we have a 50/50 chance of
a book being used for the first 12 months of
its shelf life, so we know that what we're
buying is more targeted. We're basically
taking the customer’s behavior and seeing
how that relates to our collection.

MS. ROHAN: For those of you who may
not have heard him, he’s talking about the
Pittsburgh study, which many of you may
be familiar with, that says that a book has a
chance of being used within the first five
years, a 50 percent chance, and in his
library they have found through studies that
it has a 50 percent chance of being used in
the first 12 months, so they feel they're more
targeted than an average library that was
represented in the Pittsburgh study. Okay?

MS. ELBAZY: I can see this one survey and
one measuring what the customer wants,
but libraries have a battery of tests,
self-assessment and assessment of the
collection, collection developing policies,
that make sure that this is what the faculty
— it’s distributing every year when new
programs are being added. There’s a lot of
surveys, complaints, and suggestions, that
may lead one way or the other in
developing. But you have at least four
different customers, and each year of those
have four undergraduate years. Then you
have the graduate and you have the
research, where the pattern of contents is
different than engineers and different than
the liberal arts people. There’s a whole lot
of clientele with different profiles. In order
to meet that, you have to do a battery of
tests, not just one survey or just use a
perception. It would be very biased.

MS. ROHAN: Excellent. You've just given
the next 15 minutes of the speech I'm going
to give. I'll come back to that for those of

you who didn’t hear. We'll take one more
comument.

MS. NITECKI: Maybe in three or four
months [ would give you a little better
answer than this but there is an instrument
that is based on this theory called
SERVQUAL, and I'm in the process of
trying to evaluate this.

There is an instrument that was
developed based on this theory called the
SERVQUAL and I'm in the process of
validating whether or not it couid be
applied in a larger setting. Actually we're in
the middle of gathering the data right now.
And a very interesting component of this is
its relation to satisfaction. One of the
questions is to see if there is a correlation
between people’s overall satisfaction. It's
very exciting. Give me a few months.

MS. ROHAN: And which institution are
you with?

MS. NITECKI: University of Maryland.

MS. ROHAN: University of Maryland, so
contact them in a few months and they’ll
have the answer.

AUDIENCE: May I make a real quick —
MS. ROHAN: Sure.

AUDIENCE: There’s a real difference
between satisfaction and appreciation.
Now, all faculties love all librarians, but
they’re not always satisfied with the service
that the nice librarians give.

MS. ROHAN: That's very good. So you're
all very well-loved by your faculty but not
necessarily good service.
Let’s move on, then, and see how can
we figure out a little bit more about this.
What she was saying is first you need to
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identify the customers, and you have a
multitude of customers. You have students
in different years in their four-year program,
you have graduate students, you have
people doing research and so forth, so the
first thing is you have to do is identify your
customers. We’ve talked internal and
external so I'm not going to go into depth
about that, but on your chart it talks there
about flow charting the product or service,
brainstorming a list. So you need to
consider all of those customers.

The next thing you need to do is
prioritize them because they’re all important
but you can’t meet all the needs of all the
customers all the time, especially early on in
this process. Your goal might be to
eventually be able to do that, but it’s not
one that I've seen people easily attain. You
have to do some prioritization. I have just
listed a few steps there in terms of how you
might prioritize, looking at primary and
secondary based on whether they’re internal
and external and doing some groupings.
That's really a discussion to be had within
the organization to come to consensus on it.
There is no right or wrong answer. The thing
is that the organization has to agree on that.
Your leadership has to agree on that so that
you can be focused on who you are going to
most likely serve.

The third one is to gather information.
You want to go a little bit more in-depth on
a couple of these. In gathering the
information you’re going to look at your
existing information. Sor.ie people have
mentioned having some surveys, some here
mentioned that there are lots of different
things by which you can measure. There’s a
lot of existing information that’s there.
You’ll be looking at new information, and
then you’ll also be investigating the usage of
the services that you have. As I mentioned
with the camera story, looking at existing
information and new information didn’t
give them a thing. They needed to look at

use, how they are using the products, in
order to figure out where the opportunities
for improvement were.

Your existing customer information
might include things like complaint
information, comment cards, surveys,
others. There are all sorts of things that you
might include there. For your new
information you might like to do things like
focus groups, which I find give you a whole

- ~lot more information than surveys. It really
- ‘\gives you the ideas to then put onto a
* survey to do more broad-based study and

to confirm what you found from the focus
group. I find that focus groups are quite
useful.

We've done some telephone surveys of
students, and that’s been effective. You
might want to visit some of your customers,
particularly if they’re your key, strategic
opinion leaders on your campus. Use check
sheets to collect data. How often are we
able to answer the question on the first time
that it's asked? You may want to do some
benchmarking and forecasting. Look to see
what you expect to be happening.

The third thing, in terms of investigating
customer use: How do you do that? Bea
customer, study customer behavior,
simulate customer use. I find being a
customer to be probably the most useful of
these. Actually walk through it and see
how it feels yourself. Call your own
institution, call your own library, and make
a request and see how it's handled.

We had the chancellor walk through
what registration was like on the Madison
campus. Big campus. It takes days to
register. We're now doing it electronically.

As an example, the group designing a
campus ID card gathered information on
customer needs. They already did steps
one and two. They identified and
prioritized customers. They gathered
information on what the customers need
and got in response: They want to be able
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to cash checks with their ID card. They
want to be able to carry it on a key ring.
Another customer is saying they want to
verify that the person is a student. They
want to use the ID card like a vendor card
to purchase things. We have a different

customer here. It's not the student anymore.

Someone else wants to see the photograph
when they enter the library.

They’re taking all those customers’
conflicting and different needs. Well, then
we get to step four which is to structure
those needs. You have to compile them
first, knowing what they are, and that’s
going to come from all those different
sources of information — your old
information, your new information, your
usage as a customer. So compile it, convert
it all into positive statements about needs,
because what you're going to get when you
interview customers is a lot of complaint
information.

The ID card is an example. Taking
those needs from the various customers for
an ID card, we group them into things that
the customers want, i.e., check cashing,
carrying ease.

Verify status. Well, cashing checks, the
student wanted that; so did the local clerk
in the store. Verify that they are a student.
Verify so that they can use the library.
Verify that they’re a member of the union.
So a lot of things about verifying status.

Convenient to use. They want to use it
as a vendor card to charge meals or for the
parking lot.

Once you start looking at that, you can
see that there are some common threads
here. Even though they’re different
customers, everyone is interested in varying
status: the students are, employees of the
university are, the local vendors are.
Customers start to give you some ways to
move onto the next steps in terms of then
prioritizing. Prioritizing the information as
to what are the real needs and then what

are the things that would be nice to have.
By just creating the matrix of that and then
ranking those things you can start designing.

Next are steps six and seven, which I'm
not going to go into in detail. To meet that
need of the customer, what would the
student ID card have to have? Well, they
probably have to have the photo on the
front, not on the back; the signature on the
front, not on the back so you don’t have to
pull it out of your wallet and turn it over. It
may need to have the magnetic strip on the
back so you could put it through the parking
lot or vending machine. So you design that.

Is that possible to do? That’s what step
seven talks about, conduct your value
analysis. What's the cost and the benefit of
that? Once you get that information, you
may want to go back out to your customers
before you produce 40,000 ID cards and be
sure it is what you want. This would be a
clue for the IRS. Before you produce those
new tax forms, walk down the hall and see
if someone knows how to use them. Do
they work?

So you compile it first, and that’s step
7.3, and then verify the satisfaction and see
if next year when you're going to produce
new cards, there are any improvements that
you would want to make. '

I want to wrap up now. Let’s see if we
have a few minutes for questions. We have
something that we developed: a
self-assessment guide. It’s based on the
Malcolm Baldridge Quality Award. Ours is
not an award. I've just given you the first
two pages cof it. If you are interested in the
full text, I would be happy to send it to you.

But in this self-assessment guide, which
is a national model in terms of the Baldridge
being or national criteria in a sense, there
are a number of places where a customer
comes in. These are the seven different
categories, and you can see it blatantly in
2.0, the customer focus, and the 7.0, the
customer satisfaction. So let me just show
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you some of the others.

Under leadership, reinforce customer
focus. That's the purpose of leadership or
one of the key things. So you've got to
know who the customer is and what they
want to be able to do. AsI said, customer
focus, you're going to plan all the things
related to customers. Define what your
standards are.

The third category, information analysis
is based on getting information and
analyzing customer needs and satisfaction.

Human resource development. We
talked about internal customers. Well, how
do you know what they need or what they
want unless you've asked them that? That
gets to customer needs again.

Management and process quality. What
for? To meet customer needs. It shows up
in that area. AsI mentioned in number
seven, customer satisfaction and
operational results.

The only one I have not mentioned is
strategic quality planning. And guess what,
it’s based on customer needs. It’s just
bringing together all these other things. Put
your plan in place.

So if you're interested in doing quality,
the first thing that you need to do after you
learn about and commit to it is study your
customers. At the same time you're going to
look at your critical processes because it’s
hard to know who your customers are
without knowing what process you're
looking at because you have to use the flow
chart to identify who the customers are.

This just gives you an overview, of
where you would start. I think whatI said
was the big focus on why the concepts
behind who you're providing services for are
the real critical foundation for where you
start.

We started about ten minutes late so I'm
done early, right? I think we have time for a
couple of questions before the break, if there
are any, otherwise —

MS. BUTCHER: I have a question that is
sort of general to what you're talking about.
I think what happens sometimes, at least in
my organization, is we just get beaten
down. I was thinking about the ID cards,
and it came up with universities in designing
an ID card, but it doesn’t work with the
library because our system doesn’t interact
with the ID card. For us to interact with it,
we would need to buy this other piece of
equipment. So then you spend a lot of time
talking about buying this other piece of
equipment and pretty soon you're doing
something else.

It seems like the opportunity for meeting
customer expectations and doing quality is
on two levels. There’s the philosophic level
about what we want to do, and then there’s
the kind of getting buried in the day-to-day
minutiae that your heart is right but you just
finally pack in certain things. Maybe it’s
because we’re in transition and the overall
support is still coming into place. What is
your advice or recommendation when you
get in that spot?

MS. ROHAN: Well, I think it comes back
to number one — in the self-assessment
guide and that is leadership. If leadership
isn’t together on this, it makes it very
difficult. If you have any role in influencing
leadership, that’s a good place to start.

That doesn’t mean that you can’t do
anything without leadership. Just pull
down the shade on the window and get
started. Don’t let this stop you. Then you
are going to run into the road blocks that
you just mentioned.

For those of you who maybe couldn’t
hear, if you want to design a student ID
card and the library equipment doesn’t
interface with the rest of the campus, what
do you do? Do you stop there? Well, I
can’t tell you the answer to your particular
situation but the real key to all of this is to
have the leadership.

3
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We're talking about empowering
employees and doing training and doing
quality teams and so forth. Well, that's just
a small part of it. Those quality teams are
down here — management of process
quality. We do a lot of instruction about
that, the 77 improvement processes,
facilitator training, and so forth. You can
make improvements there. You can study
an ID process and make improvements. If
you haven’t done any of this other stuff,
you're going to be limited in effectiveness.

Deming, I think, talked about three
percent of your improvements coming from
number six and the other 97 percent coming
from leadership and planning, which are
very tightly tied together.

So quality teams, yes, they’re great.
Making improvements when you pull down
the shade, yes, it’s good and you can be
customer focused and you can do a-lot of
those things to decrease that satisfaction
gap, but at some point you hit the wall
because you don’t have the leadership
behind you. There is a national movement
for higher education. All the strategies that
you would use in any situation to influence
leadership are applicable here.

Peer pressure. We have brought in
people from different ranks. They talk
about organizations actually change based
on two things: vision and crisis. Maybe 25
percent of the organizations that are
committed to quality do it on vision. The
other 75 percent are doing it because of
crisis.

How did our Department of Revenue
decide to come to quality? And they have
given talks all over that they’re really doing
great things. It wasn’t through vision. It
was because they issued a refund check for
over two million dollars to somebody like
me who was maybe expecting a couple of
hundred back. Well, that was a crisis. It
made front-page headlines.

When universities close, when you get a

25 percent cut in the budget from the
legislature, it’s not vision that’s going to
make you change, unfortunately. It's
probably crisis. I guess those are the things
that I am afraid are going to happen if
people don’t choose to do this on their own.
I think this is a very good proactive way to
improve services as well as, as I s2id in my
introduction in your paper, we’re being
asked to do more with less. [fow do we do
it? This is a strategy that allows you to
control a little bit of your destiny.

Dan talked yesterday about if the
budget is cut, does that mean we reduce
quality? No. That just means you have to
do things differently.

Any other questions?

AUDIENCE: Talk a little bit more about
influencing leadership.

MS. ROHAN: Talk more about influencing
leadership. How much time do we have?

We've used a number of strategies, and I
can’t say that we’re there. When Ilook at
our entire system in the 26 campuses that
we have, we've had varying success with
our chancellors and so forth. What I have
found to be extremely successful in moving
some of our institutions along was
recognizing the efforts in a very, very visible
way of those parts of our institutions that
have done well.

If you're talking about a single
institution, perhaps you have an area that’s
done well and you can highlight just that
department or that division or that office,
and what we did was to, as I said, make a
very visible event of this and invite in
chancellors, Regents, to give recognition to
the teams that had done strategic planning.
Any of these seven areas, we recognize
them. For those campuses — and you can
translate that to department or office or
whatever — who had not done anything,
when the book was published on what had
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been done, they were going to be left out
and all of a sudden they decided they had
to put together a steering committee and get
going. I think that in terms of carrot and
stick, this was the carrot part of it.

It's been suggested that funding be
allocated differently to campuses based on
what they’re doing in quality. We haven't
gotten to that point, but I know that some
institutions have used that.

Another thing that we've done is to have
CEOs from other organizations come in and
talk with either our chancellor or president
about their success. I think too often it’s
measured in bottom-line dollars and cents.
But you can also look at that in terms of
customer satisfaction, reducing rework,
complexity, eliminating when you've got a
flow chart that has 50 billion steps in it and
getting it down to ten basic steps.

If you can bring in those examples — I
have not found it to be real effective for the
rank and file, necessarily. Sometimes it’s
effective. Ishouldn’t say that. Sometimes
it’s effective for the rank and file to bring in
their improvements to the supervisor or
whatever might be the next level up and
show the success, but sometimes that’s just
a big yawn: “Oh, that’s nice, go ahead,
keep on doing what you're doing but no
changes in commitment from leadership.”

If you have someone that’s a peer and at
that same level come in and talk about what
they’ve done in their organization, that
seems to be more effective. I think you can
find those people if you look throughout
your community.

Yes?

MS. ELBAZY: Most of us within the
university have faculty councils come over
for the business in general.

MS. ROHAN: Faculty councils, okay.

MS. ELBAZY: Faculty councils are one of

the most effective things we can use in
libraries.

The faculty council or the faculty
committee really use a great deal in society
and a whole lot of pressure on the
administration of the university.

Another group is the students
themselves. When the students are not
happy, we keep it aside to keep in mind.
We found that the faculty and the students
put a lot of stress on the university
administration and we gained quite little.

MS. ROHAN: So faculty council, students.
When I was in the legislature, legislators
sometimes had influence, if you're a publicly
funded institution. Like I said, I think there
are those traditional strategies. I think
we’re probably ready to close.

MR. LUBANS: [ think so. Thank you very
much, Sue.
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A MODEL FOR REORGANIZATION
APPLYING QUALITY PRINCIPLES AND TECHNIQUES

Lynne Branche Brown and Nancy Markle Stanley
Pennsylvania State University

The Acquisitions Department at The
Pennsylvania State University Libraries is
using the tenets of Total Quality
Management (TQM) to alter the
organizational structure of the department.
Currently, the 35 department members are
organized into tour traditional, supervisor-
led units. Through reorganization a number
of flexible, customer-driven, self-directed
work teams will be created. As a first step
in this reorganization, the Acquisitions
Librarians were appointed to the
Acquisitions Management Team,
responsible for the activities of the
department. Formal and informal
reorganization processes are being followed
which incorporate employee participation,
consensus, data gathering, and analysis.
These processes, which draw on many of
the philosophies of TQM, are described
here. Additionally, some of the difficulties
that have been encountered are discussed.

The authors are happy to have this
opportunity to share what we are doing at
Penn State to achieve an organizational
structure that supports continuous quality.
As the Acquisitions Management Team, we
serve as head of the University Libraries’
Acquisitions Department. The
department’s mission is to acquire materials
for the University Libraries at University
Park, and 20 Commonwealth campus
libraries across the state of Pennsylvania.
The Team has been in place for the last 12
months. Prior to our appointment as a
team, we served as Head of the Receiving
Section and as Approval Plans and Gifts
Librarian in the same department. This
discussion will begin by describing the

forma! process being used to change the
organizational structure of the department,
from its traditional hierarchy to & team-
based environment of empowered workers
(see Illustration 1). Following that, a
description of the many day-to-day things
that have been done to support the culture
change required for the success of the
reorganization will be discussed.

The Acquisitions Department at Penn
State has traditionally had a very
hierarchical structure. Four librarians
served as section heads for functional areas
of acquisitions. They reported to the
department head. Coordinators, who were
responsible for managing daily operations,
reported to the librarians. Unit supervisors
reported to the coordinators (see Ilustration
2). Through reorganization, we hope to
reduce some of these layers, improve the
effectiveness of the staff, and provide an
environment that is supportive of all
employees and their ideas. Process
improvement, efficiency and employee
involvement, are encouraged and
supported.

Acquisitions departments are second
only to accounting and cataloguing
departments in their love of detail and
orderliness. If we had surveyed our
suppliers and customers a few years ago,
we might have been described as obsessed
with detail, unaccommodating, and
inflexible. The departmental culture
frowned on mistakes and risk taking was
not encouraged. “Standardization” was a
watchword and efforts were made to fit
everything into the “routine.” Much of this
was understandable. The department

(v
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processes orders for nearly 50,000 books a
year and handles 27,000 serial
subscriptions, not to mention receipts from
twelve approval plans, gifts, exchanges,
binding needs, and technological
implementations. Standardization made it
all more manageable.

In 1992, the President and Provost of
the University began promoting TQM as
something that could benefit the university.
The Dean of Libraries was an early convert,
and the libraries was one of the first units
on campus to receive training in total
quality techniques. Penn State calls it
"CQ]l,” or Continuous Quality
Improvement, and has been following
Oregon State’s process model for
improvement. By October of 1992, the
libraries had two active process
improvement teams in the technical service
areas. Both teams were sponsored by the
Associate Dean for Information Access
Services. While we were learning all about
continuous process improvement and the
benefits of employee empowerment, the
Head of the Acquisitions Department
resigned to accept a position at another
institution.

Having heard that effective change
occurs from within, our Associate Dean
called a meeting of all the Acquisitions
Department members when the vacancy
occurred. Her objective was to solicit input
into how the vacancy should be handled.

WHY/HOW WE WENT IN THIS DIRECTION
With the decision to open a dialogue
with the staff the journey into reorganizing
for process improvement began. When
asked why she chose to handle the vacancy
in a participatory manner, rather than the
traditional method of evaluating the options
and making a decision to fill the position or
eliminate it, the Associate Dean said that
the biggest motivator was what we learned
about process improvement: Lasting change

and improvement calls for empowerment of
workers and consultation with them.!
When she called the meeting of the
department, she had no preconceived
notions about the direction the department
should take. But she believed that ideas
generated in an open forum by staff were
more likely to succeed than ideas imposed
from "above.”

At the beginning of the reorganization,
the department was composed of 35 staff
and four faculty members. At our open
forum, in December 1992, these 39 people
were randomly grouped around five circular
tables, and asked to brainstorm an
organizational structure for the department.
The meeting began with some background
information on Continuous Quality
Improvement. The head of the university’s
new CQI Center was present to answer
questions and encourage us to be innovative
in our thinking. Over the course of the
morning, each group developed a proposal
for department structure. The five
proposals were then shared with the entire
group.

What was hearc at that meeting
indicated that a change more radical than
the replacement of the department head
was desired. One table (of eight staff
members, and no supervisors), proposed a
structure that eliminated supervisors
altogether and established “work teams” of
staff members. Other proposals eliminated
specific levels of supervision, but retained
some of the traditional hierarchy. The
department had been organized by function
into ordering and receiving sections. At
least one group suggested organizing by
format. One group suggested pulling
specific parts of the Cataloguing
Department into the serials receiving group.

Following that meeting, the Associate
Dean had two primary challenges: what to
do about leadership for the department
while a reorganization was being planned
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and what to do with the five proposals that
the department members had developed.
An industrial engineer and specialist in
organizational design from Penn State’s
Office of Human Rescurces was called upon
to provide assistance and advice. Her
support helped to maintain the staff
participation that had been an integral part
of the initial planning. This was a new way
of thinking for all of us and sometimes it
was tempting to manage, rather than lead,
but facilitation by the consultant helped us
to be leaders rather than managers.

During January and February (1993) the
small groups that had been formed in
December met again. Their goal was to find
areas of agreement among the proposals,
and reduce the number of options from the
original five to two or three. By March, the
Associate Dean had three recommendations
from the department members. Throughout
these three months, the themes of teams and
teamwork, reduction of supervision, and
elimination of layers continued to weave
themselves throughout discussions.

On May first t:.2 Dean of Libraries
accepted a proposal that an interim
structure be implemented while a formal
process for reorganization be followed.
Three librarians were appointed to serve as
a management team for the department and
a steering committee was established to
begin the reorganization process. The fourth
librarian became full-time Preservation
Librarian, and moved to another
department.

This was an exciting opportunity to
dream. There were lots of ideas flowing
through the department and the visionaries
among its members were given free reign to
make suggestions and encourage alternative
possibilities.

STAGE 1: STEERING COMMITTEE, AMT,
AND SURVEY
The appointment of the Management

Team set a precedent in the university
libraries. It sent a clear signal of support for
teams to the department, as well as the rest
of the library. It also gave the members of
the management team first hand experience
doing what the rest of the department staff
would eventually be expected to do, i.e.,
work together as team members. But
establishing the management team was also
a test. One administrator once said that if
the management team could succeed, then it
was likely the whole project would succeed.
However, early in the process, the third
team member chose to move to a cataloging
position at another institution, and the two
remaining librarians have persisted as a
team of two.

The formal process that has been
followed is typical of the structure used in
project management. It began with a
steering committee, then a design team, and
finally training for implementation.?

The Steering Committee was established
to “provide top-level guidance to the
process of moving toward self-directed
work teams.” The Steering Committee was
composed of the Dean of Libraries, our
Associate Dean, and a cross-section of
other library administrators. In addition,
the industrial engineer that had provided
early consultation to the Associate Dean
facilitated the steering committee meetings.
The committee met six times between June
and September of last year. These meeting
assured that upper-level management in the
libraries understood what self-direction vsas
and were supportive of the move to teams
in the department. The mere fact that the
administration was willing to commit time
and attention to examining the concept was
also a clear signal of support for the
reorganization to the department.

The agenda for the committee, as
outlined in Illustration 3, shows the tasks
the committee faced. The Steering
Committee began by learning about self-
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directed work teams. Our facilitator played
a key role in helping the committee members
understand the difference between
managing work units and leading teams.
They learned not only what would be
different for staff, but what would be
required of them if they were going to
support moving in this direction.

After tt .. initial overview, the Steering
Committee discussed methods for
evaluating the readiness of the acquisitions
staff to move toward teams. To help with
this assessment, another Penn State
specialist, an expert in organizational
behavior from the Psychology Department,
was asked to assist. He recommended that
a series of standardized tests be
administered to all members of the
department. According to the specialist,
the results of this testing would help the
Steering Committee in determining whether
the acquisitions staff was likely to succeed
in self-directed work teams.

The survey was conducted in August.
Staff members were asked to attend one of
two testing sessions, which were held in a
classroom outside the library. The Steering
Comunittee spent some time talking about
how to assure that staff would not feel
threatened about being surveyed. They felt
that holding the sessions outside of the
library might make it more appealing to
participants. During department meetings,
the staff was encouraged to see the survey
as an opportunity to let the Steering
Comumittee know how they felt about their

" jobs as they existed and about moving

toward self-directed work teams. Staff
were very willing to participate. Only two
members of the staff were unable or
unwilling to complete the survey.

DEPARTMENT SURVEY

The survey had four sections and took
about 90 minutes to complete. The first
section assessed the culture of the

department. Section two used the PANAS
scale to assess staff feelings and emotions.
Section three measured current levels of
employee involvement using a Job
Diagnostic Survey developed at Yale
University. Finally, section four asked for
employees’ opinions on various issues that
the Steering Committee had identified as
key to the reorganization.

The organizational specialist, together
with our facilitator, compiled the survey
results and presented them to the Steering
Committee in September, 1993. In a
nutshell, the survey indicated that members
of the Acquisitions Department, as a whole,
were near national norms in their
perceptions of how they felt about their
jobs. Satisfaction in the job was about
average, with some units having higher
levels of satisfaction than others.
According to the survey, all members
wanted opportunities for professional
development.

The Steering Committee was pleased to
see that as a whole the department was
typical of any group of people, and that
there were no indications that they would
be unsuited to moving toward self-directed
work teams. In fact, hearing that this group
was no more dissatisfied than most groups
was an important element of the survey
results. These results have helped keep
indications of dissatisfaction in perspective
as specific incidents of resistance and
discontent have emerged.

Following the evaluation of the survey
results, the Steering Committee gave the
green light to a team-based structure for the
department, and recommended that a
design team be formed to plan the transition
from traditional work units to self-directed
work teams. The Steering Committee had
completed its task, and no further meetings
were scheduled. It had accomplished its
purpose of informing and securing the
support of the library administration. The

74 ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

r‘tg




consultants then shared the survey data
and the meaning of the results with staff.

STAGE2: DESIGN TEAM

The Design Team was assembled during
the month of October. The Steering
Committee recommended that this team be
composed of three appointed members frcm
the Acquisitions Department, six elected
members (elected by their peers), and two
representatives from Cataloguing and
Collection Development (our customers and
suppliers). The group was initially
facilitated by the consultant who facilitated
the Steering Committee meetings. The
Steering Committee directed the Design
Team to “recommend a plan for
accomplishing the tasks in the acquisitions
area through a number of work teams that
will eventually be self-directed.”

The Design Team began meeting in
November of 1993. Initially, it reviewed the
employee survey data and began identifying
areas that would need to be addressed as
the team prepared a proposal. A detailed
project plan, in the form of a Gantt Chart,
was developed to identify specific tasks
and time frames for accomplishing each
task. As timelines were planned, the Design
Team set for itself the goal of having its
work completed by July of 1994.
Throughout the planning process, the design
group has been keenly aware of staff
feelings and have tried to be responsive to
many who feel that the reorganization has
been a long time coming.

The Design Team divided the tasks to
be done into three categories:
commaunication (how we will keep others
informed); team structures (those things
that need to be done to design a structure
for the department); and training (how we
will get everyone the training they need).
The Design Team then determined what
activities were involved in accomplishing
each category and when the tasks should

occur. They decided communication had to
start early and continiie often. Early on the
participation of all department members
had been encouraged, and by now they were
expecting to be completely and continuously
informed of the progress being made.

One early Jesson learned by members on
the Design Team was how quickly someone
who is percei7ed to have power becomes
one of “them” tc the rest of the staff. Some
Design Team members received criticism for
not sharing everything with the rest of the
members of their unit. The members of the
Design Team felt they had been
communicating thoroughly, while other staff
insisted there must be more that they were
not sharing. It seemed as if the rest of the
staff were expecting the Design Team to
announce a decision. Those who were not
on the Design Team had a hard time
believing that the Design Team was simply
gathering data and was not making
decisions that they weren’t communicating.
Eventually staff began to see that the
Design Team wasn’t withholding a master

" plan that it was waiting to unveil. But it

took time, and the repeated act of bringing
design team issues to the department for
discussion to convince everyone that they
were hearing everything.

As the Design Team progressed, its
work began to interweave more closely with
issues of importance to all department
members. In January, the Design Team met
with the department and asked the entire
department to brainstorm issues of concern
as we moved closer to actually forming
teams. To address these concerns, and to
get answers to their questions, key
University administrators were asked to
meet with the department and respond to
the issues that were identified. The Dean of
Libraries, the Vice President of Human
Resources for the University, our consultant
from the Psychology Department, and a
former supervisor from another unit on
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campus who had established a self-directed
work team provided a panel discussion on
their perspectives of our reorganization.

The Vice-President of Human Resources
explained how she was working to create
flexibility for departments who were
becoming “teams,” so that issues that were
associated with University policy, such as
overtime compensation and job
descriptions, could be accommodated while
the teams were forming. She described it as
“isolating and insulating” the teams while
they were in the early stages of
organization. This helped assure staff that
it was “OK” to do tasks that were outside
their official (old) job descriptions while the
teams were forming.

The psychology professor talked about
the psychological aspects of change, stress,
and fear. He helped reassure the
department that trepidation was natural
and expected.

The representative from a self-directed
team gave a wonderful description of how
the team in her area works. She helped
staff to see that new ways of working and
thinking about work can be done within the
culture of the university.

The Dean of Libraries once again
reassured staff that she was fully
supportive of our efforts and gave a broad
perspective on how valuable the process of
moving to teams is to the organization as a
whole. She encouraged us to “be bold” in
planning team structures.

Currently, site visits to other
organizations that have reorganized into
teams are being completed. Recently, a
group composed of design team and staff
members visited the only site on campus
that has a self-directed team operating.
They went armed with a list of questions to
ask team members how they felt about their
new roles. The department as a whole is
very anxious to know what the new
structure will look like.

In February of 1994, the Design Team
had begun discussing possible ways to
organize and brainstormed a variety of
possibilities. These were presented to the
department for discussion. The ideas we
looked at included organizing by subject
(for instance, a Social Science Team,
Humanities Team, and Sci/Tech Team);
format (monographs and serials); function
(ordering and receiving); language; ordering
method; vendor; or combinations of the
above (such as language and format).

The “pros and cons” of each idea were
discussed, affording another opportunity to
spend some time reviewing our objectives
for forming teams. This provided a chance
to reiterate the goals of the reorganization:
creating back-ups (staff trained to do
another’s tasks), improving flexibility of
staff, assuring ownership of a whole
process, and eliminating double handling in
processes (see Illustration 4).

During these discussions, it became clear
that department members wanted change,
but they wanted it to be gradual. There
were some tyric21 signals of resistance to
change. Some asked questions like, “What's
wrong with the way we are?” and "If it
ain’t broke, why do we need to fix it?”
Many of the activities that were occurring in
the department had already addressed
some of the original, primary motivators for
change. A number of processes had already
been streamlined through the informal
process that will be described in the
following section. Because of this, some
staff felt that enough had been done, and
there was no need to go any further with it.

In addition, staff members expressed
concerned about being assigned to a team
without their consent. In fact, that method
of team formation would be contrary to the
participatory theme the departiment has
developed. One of the next department
meetings will be spent discussing how teams
should be formed. The consultants have
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said that the ideal team size is between
seven and ten members. Some staff hope to
have the opportunity to try something new
and would like to be on a team that does
something completely different from what
they currently do. Others fear that they will
be assigned to a team that does something
completely different and they will not know
what to do. The Design Team'’s goal is to
find a balance that accommodates
everyone’s needs. More than anything else,
finding a balance is the greatest task, but
the biggest benefit, of forming teams.

As the formal process for reorganization
has progressed, the department has been
gradually undergoing a cultural change in
the way staff members work with each
other and the rest of the library. This
culture change has been supported not only
by the formal process of talking about and
planning for forming into teams, but also the
informal processes of learning to work
together differently.

THE INFORMAL PROCESSES

Many different approaches have been
taken to encourage department members to
become “team players.” These approaches
have involved a series of activities and
strategies that include: coaching
supervisors to become leaders rather than
managers; coaching work units to begin
thinking and acting like teams; establishing
a pilot team; and providing many training
opportunities for every member of the
department.

COACHING SUPERVISORS TO SERVE AS
LEADERS

As mentioned earlier, just a little more
than a year ago the Acquisitions
Department was a highly structured,
hierarchical organization that included six
managerial levels from the Dean to the
supervisors. With all of these layers, issues
of communication and trust had become

major obstacles in fulfilling the mission of
the department. It could take weeks to
revise a procedure or get a new project
going. By appointing the librarians in
acquisitions to the Management Team, the
administration effectively eliminated one of
those levels. With the work of the Design
Team, the expectation is to further flatten
this organization. With this new structure,
all members of the department will be able
to work more directly with each other
resolving communications barriers.

In addition to changes in structure, the
Acquisitions Management Team also began
to review and alter the way we
communicate with each other. One of the
first efforts undertaken was to change the
name of the department’s supervisory group
from Operations Heads to Acquisitions
Management Council. The purpose behind
this move was to help alter the way all of
us, as supervisors, think about ourselves
and the nature of our interaction with staff.
The objectives were to model behaviors
characteristic of leadership, promoting the
idea of the leader as a servant3 and
encouraging supervisors to lead their units
through a consensual decision-making
process, delegating and empowering the
staff to become more involved in
streamlining, and improving operations.
“To survive in the 21st century, we're going
to need a new generation of leaders ... not
managers. Leaders conquer the context —
the volatile, turbulent ambiguous
surroundings ... while managers surrender to
it.”* According to Bennis, leaders innovate,
develop rather than maintain, focus on
people not structures and systems, inspire
trust rather than rely on control, have long-
range perspectives, ask what and why —
not how and when, challenge, and do right
things instead of doing things right.

This transition is not an easy une,
especially when the organizational hierarchy
remains intact and the environment
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continues to be driven by individual job
descriptions, performance appraisals, and
merit raises. Even a seemingly minor mode
of operating can encourage hierarchical
thinking. For example, the supervisors
pointed out to the Team that by continuing
to chair Council meetings and develop its
agendas, the Management Team was -
sending “in-charge” signals. These tasks are
now rotated among Council members.
While change comes very slowly, with
persistence, some truly substantial changes
in the interactions between supervisors and
staff have occurred even in this first year.
Supervisors are delegating more tasks and
empowering staff to resolve problems.
Communications are improving throughout
the department.

Another technique, designed to
encourage and assist all managerial staff to
move to a more open environment and to
encourage risk taking, was to begin a book
discussion group. The focus of this effort iy
to develop an mutual understanding of the
qualities of a leader. Currently, we are
reading An Invented Life: Reflections on
Leadership and Change 6 The discussions
have been challenging and sometimes even
intimidating for a group that continues to
operate in a typical top-down organization.
Topics, such as creating democracy in the
workplace, taking risks, knowing when to
resign, and ethical behavior are typical. In
order to assure fruitful discussions, ground
rules were established by the group. Those
ground rules include rotating the facilitation
of our discussions, making personal
commitments to full participation,
encouraging each other to take risks, and
most importantly, leaving organizational
titles at the door of the discussion. It is
understood that the content of the
discussions will, in no way, be reflected in
individual performance appraisals.

These discussions have enabled the
Management Council to achieve new levels

of understanding of themselves, each other,
and the staff. The group is developing a
real sense of not only the personal sacrifices
required for working in teams, but also the
personal advantages of working in a self-
managed environment. Day-to-day
operations in a typical hierarchical
workplace requires a substantial amount of
supervisory time to simply administer
personnel functions that staff collectively or
individually could do for themselves. With
self-direction, t. : organization’s most highly
skilled people will be freed to redirect their
energies and talents to projects that might
never be accomplished in a traditional top-
down environment. In essence, it should
enable the organization to run more
effectively and efficiently.

COACHING STAFF TO THINK AND ACT
LIKE TEAMS

In addition to encouraging supervisors
to provide leadership instead of exerting
managerial control, the Acquisitions
Management Team has encouraged ali of the
staff to think and act like team members.
The overriding goals are to provide a feeling
of belonging for every staff member, to
involve them in the decision-making
process, and to ensure each person has the
authority to carry out the functions of their
job within a team framework. Not
unexpectedly, the degree of success has
been mixed depending on the individuai
unit’s collective personality, the level of
employee empowerment prior to the change,
the amount of CQI team experiences, and,
more recently, the level of anticipated
change that individuals and groups perceive
will confront them when teams are formed.

For example, in a unit with a supervisor,
who is noted for her participatory style,
staff members have always felt comfortable
contributing ideas. Ur.il recently, they
appeared to be very cornfortable with the
anticipated changes. If the current team

78 ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

83




proposal moves forward, however, the
work unit will no longer exist and appears
to be raising the level of uneasiness among
this group.

In another unit, the supervisor
strenuously objected to self-management
early in the process. Her willingness to be
flexible and accept change, however, and
the unit’s experience in a CQI process
improvement team, has had a very positive
impact on the group. '

Another example of team evolution has
been the experiences of the Acquisitions
Management Team. At the onset of the
formation of the team, members were aware
that there were significant differences in
styles. One member preferred quick action,
mentally assessing a situation, weighing the
options, preparing a defense, and taking
action. The other was a consensus builder,
acting after assurances that the plan is .
satisfactory to everyone. One abounds with
ideas and really likes to get things moving.
The other likes to make sure that all issues
that may impact others are laid to rest.
Obviou :ly, a balance must be struck
between creating change and keeping staff,
suppliers, and customers moving forward.
With time, this balance has been achieved

" more and more frequently. Few teams will
develop without going through the expected
steps of forming, storming, norming, and
performing.” There is a fair amount of
anxiety and frutration in learning to work
and appreciate each other’s skills. It is
important to ensure titat storming sessions
are constructive and productive. This
experience in modeling team behavior is
providing the Management Team with a
strong base for empathizing, sympathizing,
and generally helping staff members form
and maintain teams structures.

A more flexible department policy on
flex-time has been another strategy to level
the playing field between supervisors and
staff. Every staff member has become

personally responsible for ensuring their 40-
hour work week. The only guideline is that
they must operate within the framework of
the university’s flex-time policy. The
rationale is that, if we expect staff to act as
adults, we should treat them as such. This
represents, however, a certain degree of risk,
since other departments within the libra:ies
have more rigid flex-time policies. Public
service areas, for example, are not as free to
accommodate fluctuations in staffing levels
throughout the day.

Another strategy for encouraging team
work has been to establish and commit to
having weekly departmental meetings.
These meetings provide a sense of belonging
and an opportunity to communicate with
each other face to face. The meetings have
helped to eliminate some of the long
standing competition that prevailed across
the units by assuring uniform receipt of
information and the opportunity to ask
questions. The meetings include staff
presentations, brainstorming sessions, and
small group exercises to resolve problems
and to provide training opportunities.

Another means of encouraging team
activities is to establish group goals. For
example, a goal for one unit has been to
achieve 48-hour delivery time of our
periodicals issues and serial volumes to our
customers. At the beginning, this appeared
to be a very formidable goal. The serials
control data had just been migrated to a
new system and a number of follow-up
projects were in the works. The group,
acting as a CQI team, evaluated the various
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